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The recent decade of technological advancements has shaped an increasingly digital experience 
in the everyday lives of people around the globe. One popular digital landscape for people is 
social networking sites (SNSs). Facebook, Twitter, Snapchat and Instagram in particular, have a 
large following of users from the adolescent and college-age demographic (Pew Research 
Center, 2019). In response, educators are integrating SNSs into classrooms to increase student 
engagement (Carpenter & Krutka, 2014). This raises concerns from all involved stakeholders as 
the social and psychological impacts of SNSs are still largely debated (Verduyn et al., 2017).  
This study confronts research lacunae across literatures that investigate SNS-integrated 
classrooms by specifically exploring student engagement from a theoretical lens rooted in 
motivation theory (Connell & Wellborn, 1991), and examining its relation to SNS use to 
understand how belonging across physical and digital contexts influences student engagement in 
a SNS-integrated course. Data were collected across three timepoints from undergraduate 
students at a single university in the southwest region of the United States. Quantitative data 
were analyzed in a path model using a multiple regression framework. Qualitative data from 
survey and interview methods were integrated with quantitative analyses to interpret study 
findings. Results indicate that feelings of belonging within a student’s personal SNS world reveal 
significant and positive effects on feelings of belonging with different social partners in the 
course SNS (classroom peers, instructor, in the course broadly); however, only feelings of 
belonging with the instructor mediate the relationship between belonging in the personal SNS 
world and self-reports of student engagement. Integration analyses suggest that SNS integration 
can effectively increase student engagement when course instructors intentionally support the 
dynamic social needs of contemporary students and incorporate SNS interactions with face-to-
face time spent in the physical classroom.    
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 Student engagement is a valuable construct to explore for its long-standing empirical 
relationship with scholastic achievements and academic outcomes (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & 
Paris, 2004; Sinclair, Christenson, Lehr, & Anderson, 2003; Skinner, Pitzer, & Steele, 2016). 
The current investigation of student engagement is rooted in the view that it is a 
multidimensional construct inclusive of behavioral, emotional, and cognitive dimensions 
(Fredricks et al., 2004).  Further, it defines student engagement as the outward manifestation of 
motivation representative of a student’s quality of involvement with school (Skinner, 
Kindermann, Connell, & Wellborn, 2009a).  Importantly, research on student engagement sheds 
light on both personal and contextual factors that interact to create what manifests in a student’s 
experiences at school (Connell, Halpern-Felsher, Clifford, Crichlow, & Usinger, 1995; Lawson 
& Lawson, 2013; Reeve, 2012; Sinclair et al., 2003; Skinner, Furrer, Marchand, & Kindermann, 
2008; Wentzel, 2012).  The literature illuminates critical social issues related to early school 
leaving (K-12) and leverages a deeper understanding of school completion (Christenson, 
Sinclair, Lehr, & Godber, 2001; Finn & Voelkl, 1993; Skinner et al., 2016; Vollet, Kindermann, 
& Skinner, 2017). Over time however, social contexts, practices, and people change. In aim to 
continue to promote positive educational outcomes, there is a never-ending need to investigate 
student engagement in relation to the affordances and constraints that emerge in the evolution of 
contemporary contexts (Cunningham, 2009).  
Efforts to propel student engagement research forward however, especially beyond K-12, 
are challenged from inconsistencies in construct definitions, conceptualizations, and 
measurement (Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2008; Fredricks et al., 2004; Jimerson, 
Campos, & Greif, 2003). Current research on student engagement in higher education settings 
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stems from two distinct streams of inquiry.  The first is rooted in motivational theory from 
Educational Psychology (EPY), and is predominantly focused on primary and secondary students 
(i.e, K-12).  In part, the EPY literature is largely aimed at ameliorating the negative school 
outcomes associated with students at risk (Christenson et al., 2001; Finn, 1989; Finn & Rock, 
1997; Finn & Voelkl, 1993; Lehr, Sinclair, & Christenson, 2004; Sinclair et al., 2003; Skinner, 
Chi, & the LEAG, 2012; Wang & Fredricks, 2014; Wehlage, Rutter, Smith, Lesko, & Fernandez, 
1989).  Students “at risk” are identified as those with either status characteristics empirically 
associated with high rates of school failure and dropout (e.g., race, socioeconomic status, labels 
of intellectual ability); or those with educational histories frequently associated with academic 
struggles in later secondary educational years (e.g., students with truancy and disciplinary 
histories).  Engagement research conducted to address this educational issue consistently reveals 
student engagement in school to be a protective factor from the negative academic outcomes 
empirically associated with those characteristics (e.g., Finn & Zimmer, 2012).  This spawns 
related K-12 research in EPY that investigates predictors, indicators, outcomes and models of 
student engagement across student populations to contextualize the motivational underpinnings 
of student experiences and academic trajectories (Connell et al., 1995; Furrer & Skinner, 2003; 
Furrer, 2010; Jang, Kim, & Reeve, 2012; Kindermann, 2007; Patall, Steingut, Vasquez, Trimble, 
Pituch, & Keenan et al., 2018; Reeve, 2013; Reeve & Lee, 2014; Skinner et al., 2008; Skinner & 
Pitzer, 2012; Skinner, Wellborn, & Connell, 1990).  
The student engagement literature in Higher Education (HE) however presents an 
alternative line of research.  Inquiries of student engagement in HE center on increasing student 
retention (e.g., persistence) in college (e.g., Astin, 1999; Boatman & Long, 2016; Flynn, 2014; 
Kuh, Hu, & Vesper, 2000; Tinto, 1997; Zilvinskis, Masseria, & Pike, 2017), and broadly define 
engagement to be the degree of involvement in empirically defined “high impact practices” 
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(Kuh, 2002; Quaye & Harper 2014).  This branch of research on student engagement emerged in 
response to the concerns of education policymakers on the quality of a college education 
(Martin, 2018; Wolf-Wendel, Ward, & Kinzie, 2009). As such, HE studies of student 
engagement are largely derived from research that connects certain activities of college students 
(e.g., utilizing school resources, conducting community service) with desirable student outcomes 
(e.g., critical thinking, responsible citizenship, achievement, graduation; Chickering & Gamson, 
1987; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991).  More accurately, the work in HE on student engagement 
reflects student involvement—a construct seminally bounded as behavioral (Astin, 1975; 1999).  
Traditionally, it excludes what a student thinks and feels (See Guiffrida, Lynch, Wall, & Abel, 
2013).  Rather it focuses on how a student behaves in the academic experience being that “The 
effectiveness of any educational policy or practice is directly related to the capacity of that policy 
or practice to increase student involvement” (Astin, 1999, p.519). Unique in their own sense, 
both strands of inquiry on student engagement —the research driven by motivational theory in 
EPY, and the activity-specific conceptualization pursued in HE—serve to promote better 
educational outcomes which ultimately lends to far-reaching economic advantages for the larger 
society (Bingham & Okagaki, 2012; Boatman & Long, 2016; Rumberger & Rotermund, 2012; 
Zaff et al., 2017).  
A construct closely interconnected with student engagement is psychological well-being 
(Ryan & Deci, 2000; Vansteenkiste, Niemiec, & Soenens, 2010).  The motivation literature in 
EPY (e.g., Connell, 1990; Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, & Ryan, 1991; Skinner, Wellborn, & 
Connell, 1990; Skinner et al., 2008; Wentzel & Miele, 2009) that is grounded in a self-
determination theory perspective (Deci & Ryan, 1985) posits that student engagement is fostered 
through the fulfillment of three basic needs (autonomy, competence, relatedness)—described as 
being the nutriments to well-being (Ryan & Deci, 2000; 2002). The degree to which these needs 
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are satisfied (or not) by the context of interest impacts psychological well-being (Anderman, 
2002; Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Van Ryzin, Gravely, & Roseth, 2009); 
which feeds forward as a mechanism for student achievement motivation, engagement with 
school, and learning outcomes (Allen, Kern, Brodrick, Hattie, & Waters, 2018; Jang et al., 2012; 
Reeve & Lee, 2014; Skinner et al., 2008). The theoretical grounding that links need satisfaction 
to psychological well-being has been demonstrated across various domains, or ecosocial systems, 
including that of: work, school, relationships, culture (Deci & Ryan, 1991; Deci & Ryan, 2014; 
Vansteenkiste et al., 2010) and the digital experience (Peters, Calvo, & Ryan, 2018). The 
research shows that need deprivation in any context can create chaos for psychological 
adjustment in that all individuals ascribe meaning to the input received from their social 
environments, that in turn, holds a functional significance—which manifest as “the antecedents 
of action” (Deci & Ryan, 1991, p. 268).  Taken together, any need deficiencies experienced at 
school for students can hamper psychological well-being by way of impairment to both 
achievement motivation (Connell, 1990; Covington, 2002; Deci et al., 1991), and student 
engagement (Skinner et al., 2009a; Skinner, Saxton, Currie, & Shusterman, 2017; Van Ryzin et 
al., 2009). Importantly however, ecological systems change over time as do the contributing 
players in those networks (Bennett & Maton, 2010; Cunningham, 2009). Thus, as societies 
evolve, so too must research directives to understand how these needs are being fulfilled, how 
new contexts feed into well-being, and in turn, how student engagement develops. 
Social Networking Sites as a Contemporary Ecosocial Context to Study Engagement 
One such new context is the digital arena of social media—particularly, social 
networking sites (e.g., Twitter, Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat).  A large portion of social 
networking site (SNS) users comprise an age demographic commonly referred to as emerging 
adulthood, ranging between the ages of 18 and 29 (Pew Research Center, 2019), which parallels 
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that of the traditional college student population (National Center for Education Statistics 
[NCES], 2015). The number of adults in the United States that use at least one social media 
platform has risen in the last 10 years from 21% to 69%, with the number of emerging adults 
specifically, increasing from 60% to 88% (Pew Research Center, 2019). Of the four social media 
sites found to be the most popular (Twitter, Facebook, Instagram, LinkedIn) among adult social 
media users (i.e., 18 years of age and up; Pew Research Center), a larger portion of emerging 
adults (i.e., those between 18 and 29) use these sites compared to other adult demographics—
with the exception of LinkedIn where the 30-49 year old demographic shows a modest 3% 
appreciation in comparison. In light of the current technological trends of social media, which 
are increasingly permeating the daily activities that people participate in (Marker, Gnambs, & 
Appel, 2018), little is definitively known with regard to short or long-term psychological, social, 
motivational, or intellectual impacts of SNSs (Brandtzæg, 2012; Cecil & Denise, 2017; Peters et 
al., 2018a; Seabrook, Kern, & Rickard, 2016; Turkle, 2008; 2011; Verduyn, Ybarra, Résibois, 
Jonides, & Kross, 2017)—particularly for the majority of users in the relatively newly defined 
developmental phase of emerging adulthood.   
SNSs and its users.  Referred to as emerging adults in only the last two decades, this age 
demographic is disparate from both adolescence and young adulthood (Arnett, 2018).  Emerging 
adults are postulated to be in a transitional phase between the two—more independent than 
adolescents; but less established and more transitory than young adults in work, relationships, 
and responsibilities.  Identification of this new developmental phase emerged from the need to 
recognize the growing trend in recent decades of youth’s extension in time to complete higher 
education, coupled with their delayed entry into career, marriage and parenthood (Arnett, 2000; 
Arnett & Tanner, 2006).  Distinctive as a developmental phase in its own, emerging adulthood 
encompasses psychosocial complexities unrelated to the digital revolution.  Nevertheless, as 
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emerging adulthood is increasingly explored and accepted as a distinct developmental phase, the 
ubiquity of today’s digital connectedness cannot be ignored. Thus, the current study is driven by 
the overarching question: As a population with vast digital social access, what psychological 
affordances or constraints are today’s college students (i.e., emerging adults) faced with in their 
educational experiences when personal SNS spaces are breached by the classroom? 
SNSs in the classroom.  All in all, considering: (1) the large spike in SNS users over the 
last 10 years; (2) the platform appeal to connect users near and far; and (3) the consistent 
popularity of SNSs among the adolescent and college-age demographic over time (Manago, 
Taylor & Greenfield, 2012; Pew Research Center, 2019; Shapiro & Margolin, 2014), educators 
have been enticed to bring SNSs into the classroom (Becker & Bishop, 2016; Domizi, 2013; Pai, 
Cole, Kovacs, Lee, Stovall, & McGinnis, 2017).  In response, education research in the last 
decade has surged with interests related to social media in the classroom—focusing on the 
implementation of YouTube, blogging, learning management systems, gamification and more 
(Bajko, Hodson, Seaborn, Livingstone, & Fels, 2016; Chen, Lambert & Guidry, 2010; Dabbagh 
& Kitsantas, 2012).  There is also investigation of SNSs specifically (e.g., Facebook, Twitter) as 
used for the classroom (Becker & Bishop, 2016; Chromey, Duchsherer, Pruett, & Vareberg, 
2016; Sheeran & Cummings, 2018; Stewart, 2015). Studies aimed at exploring the relationship 
between psychosocial constructs (well-being, loneliness, belonging, basic needs) and the student 
in the classroom when SNSs are used in the curriculum however are far fewer (e.g., Chen & 
Bryer, 2012; Domizi, 2013; West, Moore, & Barry, 2015) than those that explore general (i.e., 
personal) SNS use as related to psychosocial aspects and academic variables (e.g., Strayhorn, 
2012; Mikami, Szwedo, Khalis, Jia, & Na, 2018; Yang & Brown, 2013; 2015; Yang, Holden, & 
Carter, 2017).  Furthermore, the research that does investigate personal SNS activity (i.e., not 
course-implemented) in relation to both psychosocial and academic-related constructs largely 
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centers on education variables like grades or achievement rather than student engagement. The 
scant literature that does examine student engagement as an academic variable of interest in 
relation to SNS activity—as related or unrelated to some psychosocial measurement, and as 
classroom-based SNS use or personal SNS use (e.g., Chen & Bryer, 2012; Junco, 2012; Junco, 
Heibergert, & Loken, 2011; Sheeran & Cummings, 2018; West et al., 2015; Williams & 
Whiting, 2016)—is limited to one frame.  That is, the extant literature across digital media 
research for the classroom context has only defined and examined student engagement from the 
lens of HE.  Taken together, there is not only a dearth of research that explores student 
engagement, specifically, as related to curriculum-implemented SNS use and its psychosocial 
underpinnings; but there is a research lacuna in our understanding of the relationship between 
student engagement and curriculum-implemented SNSs.  The present study has been designed to 
capture a deeper understanding of how psychosocial constructs (i.e., specifically belongingness) 
associated with SNS platforms may influence the motivational system that shapes student 
engagement when SNSs are integrated into the college classroom.   
Updating the extant literatures with inclusion of a motivational lens of student 
engagement is necessary for understanding the dynamics of contemporary students and the 
evolving classrooms taking shape in response (e.g., Cunningham, 2009; Eccles, Midgley, 
Wigfield, Buchanan, Reuman, & Flanagan, et al., 1993).  With increasing literature in address of 
the relationship between SNSs and psychosocial development for adolescents and young adults 
(e.g., Brandtzæg, 2012; Burke, Marlow, & Lento, 2010; Shapiro & Margolin, 2014; see 
Seabrook et al., 2016 for a review), and a growing literature on the relationship between SNS use 
and academic variables (Becker & Bishop, 2016; Junco et al., 2011; Mikami et al., 2018; 
Sheeran & Cummings, 2018; Yang & Brown, 2015), a deeper investigation into how one’s 
general digital connectedness on SNSs impacts belongingness (i.e., a fundamental human need) 
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is essential so to examine more specifically how that may influence the development of 
belongingness in a classroom—and thus student engagement—when SNSs are integrated into the 
curriculum. 
 In summary, the present work is a study of student engagement (i.e., behavioral and 
emotional engagement in a course) that is distinctly conceptualized as a function of 
belongingness to a digitally social networked context.  It explores the potential role of 
belongingness and satisfaction of that need in SNS arenas for the motivational development of 
student engagement when university teachers incorporate such platforms into the curriculum. 
The present study emerged from questions that percolate around the field such as the following: 
What does sense of belonging on SNSs (generally) look like for today’s college students? What 
does their sense of belonging look like with classroom peers when using SNSs for the class? 
What does their sense of belonging look like with the course itself when SNSs are integrated into 
the curriculum? And how do those students report on their engagement with such a course?  The 
overarching aim is to explore how dual contexts of belongingness (i.e., academic-related: 
belongingness with classroom peers and with the course itself; and belongingness in SNSs 
generally), potentially co-function as a motivational mechanism for student engagement when 
the classroom traverses digital social niches.  
Chapter Organization 
 To elucidate the core ideology driving this investigation, this chapter first provides an 
overview of the self-system model of motivational development. Importantly, this model relies 
on the basic needs proposed by self-determination theory, and foregrounds how student 
engagement is conceptualized in this study. As such, the overview will also identify the student 
engagement model that guides the present inquiry. To complement these models that depict both 
a developmental and situated view of student learning in the classroom, a brief discussion of a 
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networked ecological systems perspective will follow to illustrate for the reader how dual 
contexts associated with SNSs are argued herein to interrelate; and influence student engagement 
as a result.  This leads into the study purpose; and the specific research questions follow. Lastly, 
readers are provided an overview of the methodology and a brief summary of the study’s 
proposed contributions.   
Theoretical Foundation 
 This work endorses the view that student engagement is an academic construct which 
multidimensionally represents the outward manifestation of achievement motivation (Connell & 
Wellborn, 1991; Fredricks et al., 2004; Skinner et al., 2009a). In this view, motivation refers to 
the psychological processes that underlie the energy, purpose, and durability of action (Skinner 
et al., 2009a; Skinner &Pitzer, 2012). As such, the multidimensionality of student engagement 
encompasses the behavioral, emotional, and cognitive displays of motivational processes geared 
toward academic achievement. Defined herein, student engagement is the goal-directed and 
emotion-infused product of motivation (Skinner, Kindermann, & Furrer, 2009b; Skinner & 
Pitzer, 2012). Distinctively framed from an EPY perspective, it is conceptualized as the quality 
of achievement motivation (Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Patall et al., 2018; Skinner et al., 2008; 
Skinner et al., 2009a)—ranging from adaptive (i.e., the student displays positive motivational 
manifestations–engagement), to maladaptive (i.e., the student displays few positive, or altogether 
negative manifestations of achievement motivation—disaffection). As a construct grounded in 
motivation, contextual influences on student engagement cannot be overlooked (e.g., Wang & 
Eccles, 2013); however, neither can the reciprocal nature of that relationship (e.g., Turner, 
Christensen, Kackar-Cam, Trucano, & Fulmer, 2014; Reeve, 2013). In considering, theoretical 
models of student engagement must account for such complexities in its development. The self-
system model of motivational dynamics is one that holds empirical merit across contexts, 
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populations, and time (Connell et al., 1995; Eccles et al., 1993; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Vollet et al., 
2017); and lends well to the purpose herein that explores cross-context spillover. 
Self-System Model of Motivational Development 
 To understand student engagement as a theoretically motivational construct, its 
development must be situated with bidirectional linkages between the person and the context 
(Connell, 1990; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Lawson & Lawson, 2013; Patall et al., 2018; Reeve, 2012). 
The self-system model of motivational development (SSMMD; Connell, 1990; Connell & 
Wellborn, 1991) accounts for this through its depiction of an open system. In essence, system is a 
referent to person-context dynamics (see Connell, 1990).  This includes how the context 
influences the person; how person factors influence the environment; and how these interactions 
carry effects forward across both contexts and time.  Furthermore, this extension of influence 
shapes future personal development; and in turn, the future of person-context dynamics.  Defined 
in part already, open implies that development is non-linear and repeatedly feeds back into the 
system (see Connell & Wellborn, 1991). 
The SSMMD indicates that evaluations of both the self and one’s “fit” in a given context 
are calibrated based on social experiences in that context.  Calibration occurs as the result of an 
individual’s innate demand to satisfy three specific psychological nutriments.  Rooted in self-
determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985), the SSMMD suggests that it is the individual’s 
fundamental need for competence, relatedness (often used interchangeably with belongingness) 
and autonomy that shapes the social experience.  Specifically, how a context supports or 
undermines these needs gives rise to psychological processes that calibrate evaluations of the self 
in relation to the context, and provide the motivational foundation for action thereafter (Connell, 
1990; Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Patrick, Ryan, & Kaplan, 2007; Skinner et al., 1990).  Taken 
together, these basic human needs (competence, relatedness, autonomy) are the underlying 
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sources that drive motivational development.  It is both the contextual supports that are present 
and absent then, as well as the individual’s perceptions of supports provided, which interact and 
are regarded as the motivational dynamics that energize student action.  
Accordingly, this model illustrates motivation in three important ways for the current 
study of student engagement.  Firstly, it depicts motivation as both driving and emerging from 
the activities in a person’s ecosocial system; and portrays it as a state that initiates and directs 
behavior.  Its classification as a state (i.e., a variable psychological frame of mind, not to be 
confused with a trait which describes a more static, lasting quality) highlights the notion that 
motivation is malleable—the second quality of importance in this model.  Lastly, because 
motivational dynamics represent an interaction of person and context factors, the reciprocal 
relation implies system fluctuation over time (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Jang, Kim, & Reeve, 2016; 
Larson-Freeman, 2015).  In effect, because an individual’s perceptions of context supports and 
constraints are a factor in motivational development, a level of complexity is introduced that 
support psychological flexibility. These perceptions are complex person factors because they are 
cumulatively formulated based on present and past experiences across contexts (Deci & Ryan, 
2000; Finn, 1989; Marsh, Trautwein, Lüdtke, Köller, & Baumert, 2005; Skinner et al., 1990; Van 
Ryzin et al., 2009).  Person aspects of motivational development thus are expected to be unique 
across timepoints (Holland & Lave, 2009; Greeno, 1997; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Larson-Freeman, 
2015; Lemke, 2000; Schutz, Rodgers, & Simic, 2010; Turner & Patrick, 2008).  In turn, person-
context dynamics can shift; and motivational processes alike.  Understanding motivation from 
this perspective provides a meaningful foundation for how student engagement—the outward 
manifestation of motivation—is approached for the current study. 
 A self-system model of student engagement.  Studying student engagement from a 
motivation framework allows researchers to look beyond engagement as a simple description of 
 12 
student behaviors (e.g., Astin, 1999; Coates, 2007; Kuh, 2002) by providing an investigative lens 
that contextualizes student activity along a quality-descriptive continuum of the psychological 
processing of system interactions (e.g., Skinner et al., 2008). Specifically, this lens captures 
activity as the quality of achievement motivation by way of several highlighted allowances.  
One, the motivation framework for student engagement encapsulates student activity to include 
cognition, beliefs, values, goals, emotions, and attention—in addition to behavior (Schutz et al., 
2010; Skinner et al., 2009a; Eccles & Wigfield, 2002; Järvelä & Volet, 2004).  Two, activity is 
conceptualized as a product of the interaction of person and context (Connell, 1990; Turner, 
2001; Reeve, 2012; Wentzel & Miele, 2009).  Three, the strategic contextualization of behavior 
with both individual and contextual sources of motivation can capture motivated action (i.e., 
student engagement; Skinner et al., 2009a).  Consequently, the quality of motivated action can be 
inferred—falling somewhere on a continuum between adaptive and maladaptive achievement-
striving (Furrer, Skinner, Marchand, & Kindermann, 2006; Skinner et al., 2008).  Situating 
student engagement in this way for the current study is done with the belief that it renders the 
origin of motivated action which is argued herein to be more informative than a mere report of 
what student behavior looks like.  Thus, the current research is guided under the assumption that 
a motivational model of student engagement—in contrast to a behavior-descriptive framework 
(e.g., Kuh, 2002)—will yield more fruitful research findings on how to support student needs and 
maximize student outcomes. 
Skinner and Pitzer (2012) designed a model of motivational dynamics that illustrates the 
complexities of student engagement in the classroom as reflective of student interactions across 









Note. Skinner and Pitzer’s (2012) “Model of Motivational Dynamics” illustrates a multilievel 
perspective on engagement with school that captures engagement with learning activities as 
integral in the development of motivational dynamics. 
 
ecological systems model, they present a multilevel depiction of nested interactions occurring 
across contexts and subtexts to encapsulate student engagement as a multifaceted product of 
person plus contexts.  The classroom for example is highlighted as a subcontext that resides 
within the larger ecosocial system of school.  Thus, system components at the school level—
group memberships in sports, clubs, student government, band and extracurriculars—influence 
students in the classroom (and vice versa).  Similarly, the classroom is represented as the larger 
ecosocial system in which academic work resides—academic work being a subcontext 
influenced by system components at the larger classroom level.  Thus, system components of the 
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classroom (e.g., teacher, peers, friends, class structure, curriculum) influence student engagement 
with academic work (and vice versa). 
Moreover, as student engagement with academic work (i.e., learning tasks) is shown to 
be influenced by both classroom- and school- level system components, the model also accounts 
for the motivational dynamics that occur during learning tasks as situated in the subcontext of the 
classroom.  In effect, the model renders student engagement as being the product of complex 
system interaction not only across school contexts (school-classroom-task), but between person 
and context components as well. As such, it presents as a logical fit for the inquiries guiding the 
current study. 
In its entirety, the model demonstrates a spillover-like effect, indicating that a student’s 
connections to individual ecosocial systems across the community (e.g., school, church, youth 
programs, home) carry influence across the respective sublevels comprised within each. That is, 
each parent context (e.g., school, family or other community institution) or microsystem 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1977; 1979) comprises subcontexts in which the interactions present cannot be 
disentangled from each other (e.g., Burke, Marlow, & Lento, 2010; Cunningham, 2009). In part, 
the present study’s investigator was provoked to study SNSs for this reason.   
The model and SNSs: The missing link.  Such digital platforms (i.e., SNSs) have 
permeated countless personal niches, with SNS users networking across subcontexts of social 
interaction activities including:  dating, friending, sharing, professional collaboration, group 
memberships, and more. Usage of this digital space however also traverse social boundaries, 
where users are becoming less present in their immediate, physical social contexts when 
preoccupations or impulses to connect digitally are increasingly at their fingertips. Consequently, 
SNSs do not only constitute a parent context (i.e., microsystem) for networking activities then; 
they can be seen to “spill over” into other spaces—whether that be an interactional space for 
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personal relationships, work engagement, leisure activities, religious practice; or spaces of 
traditionally isolated daily ritual. In example, people can be seen sharing with others on SNSs 
that they just woke up; are brushing their teeth; leaving the gym; have hunger, etc.  In this sense, 
SNSs represent a research context that not only stands as a parent context or microsystem; but 
more specifically as one that fluidly—and sometimes abruptly—traverses other microsystems.  
It was this realization that prompted interest for the present investigation to include the 
SNS world as another parent context in the selected motivational model of student engagement.  
Given the evidence that the SNS world may be considered a distinct context for development, it 
is reasonable to include as a context within the SSMMD. Investigations within the SSMMD that 
include SNSs could examine “spillover” within the subcontexts of individual parent contexts and 
also between parent contexts. To appropriately investigate these interactions, a networked systems 
perspective is drawn upon to accompany the student engagement model—to capture the 
phenomena of engagement as dependent upon social interactions that occur inside and outside 
school simultaneously, and co-function to shape student experiences at school and in the classroom.   
A Networked Ecological Systems Perspective 
 Whereas the Skinner and Pitzer (2012) model described above is useful for its multilevel 
representation of system interaction (i.e., self-system motivational dynamics at the level of 
academic work; in acknowledgement of classroom-level variables; as influenced by school-level 
variables; with school as one of many community institutions), this nested depiction of 
subcontexts within larger contexts is not sufficient in isolation to capture the extent of context 
entanglement.  When parent contexts intertwine, there is not only a bidirectional exchange of 
system input (Bronfenbrenner, 1977; 1979), but the individual’s unique connection to each 
parent context is likely instantiated when parent contexts converge (Järvelä & Volet, 2004; Neal 
& Neal, 2013). This development is unaccounted for in a nested model. 
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 The advantage of using a networked perspective of ecosocial systems over a nested 
perspective is grounded in the operationalization of what is being studied—the system, as a 
setting.  Bronfenbrenner’s (1977; 1979) setting is a place (emphasis added) where people have 
access to face-to-face interaction, which Neal and Neal (2013) interject emphasizes the spatial 
condition which in turn suggests interaction as ancillary.  Neal and Neal (2013) propose a 
reconceptualization of this framing that resituates the interaction as the focal point in defining 
what a setting is— “a set of people (emphasis added) engaging in social interaction, which 
necessarily occurs in, and is likely affected by the features of a place” (p. 727).  This definitional 
restructuring has important implications that justify its application for the current inquiry. Its 
emphasis on “a set of people engaging in social interaction” as being that which constitutes a 
setting lends well to this study’s intention to explore the potential spillover of an aspect of social 
interaction (i.e., perceived belonging) when the origins of social interaction are: (a) the SNS 
world on the personal plane; (b) classroom peers; and (c) classroom using SNS.  Used in tandem 
with the SSMMD inherent in the student engagement model, inclusion of the networked 
perspective also permits insight into the curriculum as being the fourth origin of social 
interaction that can be explored (i.e., student engagement with curriculum becomes a social 
interaction of sorts when examined with SSMMD).  Additionally, by definition—that a set of 
people are “likely affected by the features of a place”—the networked perspective necessitates 
the integration of contextual forces with the social interaction that occurs at system convergence. 
Taken together, using both theoretical works (i.e., the motivational model for student 
engagement, and the networked perspective) constructs an investigational reach that can 
contextualize the development of student engagement in a converged system to represent the 
student’s connection to distinct systems as integral to the motivational dynamics that develop 
when systems converge. 
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For example, consider the interweaving of two parent contexts—the family and peer 
microsystems.  It is often the case that when a student’s friends and parents are brought together, 
behavioral shifts in both systems can be observed—perhaps the parent becomes over-inquisitive, 
or artificially nice; and perhaps the friend uses cleaner language.  This is because when 
participants of different systems interact, there is an adjustment to behavior in response to that 
system (Cunningham, 2009; Volet, 2001).  Accordingly, the individual whose contexts are 
merging —in this example, the student—also exhibits change, to an extent.  His or her role as 
son or daughter looks different from that of friend or peer, thus different behavior may emerge in 
effort to straddle both system relationships. Importantly however, this individual’s behavior in a 
merged context setting is not unrecognizable.  Rather, it contains behavioral aspects familiar to 
each system (Allen, Vella-Brodrick, & Waters, 2016). When analyzing the system dynamics in 
instances of context convergence however, the nested view of relationships does not capture the 
significance associated with the different patterns of social interaction; how that gets resolved; or 
the impact of that resolve from the view of either system (or any participants). Thus, to 
understand student development in the classroom when SNSs interweave the student curriculum, 
it is imperative to draw on a networked ecological system perspective.     
In attempt to explore how student engagement develops when SNSs are embedded in a 
student’s curriculum—specifically as a function of belongingness to that digital world in which 
one participates on the personal plane—it is essential to be able to examine the student as part of 
two distinct contexts (SNSs and classroom).  Equally important is the need to identify how 
distinct connections to both transpire when the systems converge (i.e., when SNSs are brought 
into the curriculum); thus, the researcher must be able to identify common patterns of interaction 
across the two (i.e., SNS on the personal plane; and classroom).  Anchoring a networked 
perspective of ecological systems to the motivational model of student engagement creates the 
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space to do this because a setting of study, by definition, is bounded by sets of people engaging 
in social interaction (Neal & Neal, 2013).  As such, an examination of social interaction in both 
systems becomes essential, as do the interactions occurring in their convergence. 
Complementary to this study’s use of a motivational framework for student engagement, 
Neal and Neal’s (2013) networked perspective of ecological systems serves to more fully bring 
person-context developments to light in three important ways.  One, it captures the student as a 
unique part of each context (i.e., SNS world—personal plane; SNS world—classroom plane; and 
school—at the classroom level).  Two, it illuminates patterns of interaction distinctive to the 
student in each system (SNSs and classroom). And three, it provides an investigate lens on the 
motivational dynamics at system convergence (i.e., when SNSs breach the classroom). Taken 
together, a networked perspective of ecological systems is argued herein to expand on the nested 
view of engagement depicted in the Skinner and Pitzer (2012) model.  Exploring student 
engagement with use of a network perspective is thought to more fully capture both the student 
as a unique part of each context, and the development that unfolds when systems converge.  This 
allows the current investigator to more purposefully explore belongingness (to the SNS world— 
a discrete, unrecognized microsystem) as a mechanism for student engagement in the classroom.  
Overview and Purpose of the Study 
Contributing to the extant student engagement literature that shows need satisfaction to 
play a mediating role in the development of student engagement (Connell et al., 1991; 1994; 
1995; Dupont, Galand, Nils, & Hospel, 2014; Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Jang et al., 2012; Skinner 
et al., 2009a), this study is designed to contextualize that process for emerging adults. The 
student engagement model selected for the investigation presents a rendition of influential 
contexts (i.e., microsystems) that inspire the addition of SNSs as a particularly salient, 
contemporary milieu—a system extensively intertwined across niches of everyday life. In turn, 
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the current study’s attempt to expand this nested ecological systems model with a networked 
perspective is thought to illuminate the complexities of motivational development as reflective of 
multiple contexts; and as attuned to the processes specific to system crossover.  
Akin to any microsystem, SNSs are expected to evince the capacity for need-striving 
dynamics between persons and context—specifically the need for belongingness (e.g., Burke et 
al., 2010; Cacioppo & Patrick, 2008; Peters et al., 2018a). Consequently, belongingness to both 
the SNS system and the classroom system are explored as mechanisms for student engagement 
when SNSs are introduced into the classroom curriculum. Ultimately, the study investigates how 
dual contexts of belongingness (academic-bound: with classroom peers and with the course 
itself; and personal-bound: with SNSs generally) potentially co-function as a motivational 
mechanism for student engagement when the SNS and classroom systems converge.  Honing on 
the affordances and constraints captured in these motivational dynamics—this mixed methods 
study informs educators on student engagement in the classroom as more representative of the 
modern-day landscape and its intersection with the dynamics of contemporary education. To do 
this, the following research questions were investigated: 
Research Question 1 (Qualitative + Quantitative). What is the relationship between the personal 
SNS context and the course-assigned SNS context? 
 
Research Question 2 (Quantitative). Does perceived belonging in the personal SNS context 
predict participation in the course-assigned SNS context? 
 
Research Question 3 (Quantitative). Does perceived belonging in the personal SNS context 
predict perceived belonging in the course-assigned SNS context? 
 
Research Question 4 (Quantitative). Does perceived belonging in the course-assigned SNS 
context predict student engagement in the course?   
 
Integration Question.  How does the personal SNS context facilitate student engagement when 







 The data for this study was collected at an urban higher education institution in the 
southwestern region of the United States.  Undergraduate students between the ages of 18 and 29 
(i.e., emerging adults) comprised the study sample, with a prospective participant pool of 521 
students.  Students within this pool were recruited from face-to-face courses at the university 
which had SNS-inclusive curriculums.  Sampling students from multiple courses reflects two 
intentions:  One, to capture more the connections to SNSs generally, by examinations across 
different SNS platforms; and two, to capture the relationship that such connections carry to 
classrooms more broadly. These decisions were made for two reasons.  Brandtzæg (2012) 
suggests that investigations of a single SNS run the risk of missing “the important fact that SNS 
usage involves systematic patterns in which the same SNS can be used for different purposes, 
and different SNSs can be used for the same purpose” (p. 468).  Additionally, it is believed that 
looking across multiple classrooms removes potential to attribute results to the dynamics of a 
single classroom. Taken together, these sampling decisions make the findings more generalizable 
for a global understanding of how SNSs relate to student engagement—extending ecological 
validity, and carrying longer-lasting relevance of these findings to the future of technology and 
SNSs in the classroom. 
 Although the principal investigator of the current study supports the notion that 
motivation and engagement are reflective of dynamic processes across time and space (e.g., 
Hilpert & Marchand, 2018; Järvelä & Volet, 2004; Larsen-Freeman, 2015; Lawson & Lawson, 
2013; Neal & Neal, 2013; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012), time constraints could only permit the 
preliminary exploration of this process. To capture the proximal process of student engagement 
in a SNS-enhanced course as closely as possible so as to inform more time intensive inquiries in 
the future of this research, the researcher adopted an embedded mixed methods research design 
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(see Appendix A).  The principal investigator collected web-based survey data from all 
participants across two timepoints.  Time 1 survey gathered information regarding student 
attitude for personal use of SNSs, frequency of use, reasons of use, indicators of relatedness or 
connectedness with others on SNSs, and experience with course-assigned SNSs (see Appendix 
B). The Time 2 survey collected similar information but included a focused inquiry into student 
experience with the current semester’s course-based SNS platform and a self-report measure of 
student engagement for the course. The Time 2 survey was directly informed from findings of 
the Time 1 survey as well as from interview sessions that took place with a subset of participants 
following analyses of the Time 1 survey. The instruments used to inform these data points are 
expanded on in Chapter 3 alongside methods of integration.   
 Specifically, descriptive and correlational analyses were conducted for the Time 1 survey 
with the purpose of understanding the characteristics of the student sample in relation to personal 
SNS experience. Those analyses also served in identifying student profiles of extreme contrasts 
(e.g., highest and lowest use, highest and lowest sense of connectedness within SNSs) for the 
selection of interview participants. Interview analyses were considered in tandem with findings 
of the Time 1 survey to select existing instruments and to develop new items for the Time 2 
survey. The interviews grant an emic perspective on the relationship students have with the SNS 
world, which guided the researcher in how the Time 2 survey data could be used to interpret 
potential evidence of context spillover when analyzing dual-context belonging.  A path analysis 
was conducted with the Time 2 survey data, and findings from both the qualitative and 





Summary and Proposed Significance 
The current study was driven by the assumption that research agendas targeting a better 
understanding of motivational dynamics and its observable manifestations can exponentially 
benefit with a networked depiction of motivational development across ecosocial systems (see 
Hilpert & Marchand, 2018). Such an approach is argued to yield findings that may extend the 
knowledge and capacity of practitioners; and in turn, promote positive educational outcomes in 
ever-evolving contemporary contexts. Accordingly, the current research initiative examines how 
the psychological need for belongingness is being supported by a unique, networked learning 
context to cultivate student motivation and engagement.  The relationships we develop, and the 
interactions we have with others (i.e., across microsystems), give us important feedback about 
who we are because we not only learn through our social world, but we become through our 
social world (Eccles et al., 1993; Lemke, 2001; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Wentzel & Miele, 2009; 
Salgado & Gonçalves, 2007).  If students are to be understood and supported in the 
contemporary classroom, it is imperative to consider the inextricable nature of context for person 
development (e.g., Eccles et al., 1993; Patall et al., 2018; Reeve, 2012). This complex 
relationship implicates the importance that researchers consider how individuals and 
motivational development in a context cannot be examined unidimensionally (Hilpert & 
Marchand, 2018; Schutz et al., 2010).   
It is the goal of this study to demonstrate that development is better understood when 
cross-system influences are examined.  Little research has taken this view in the undertaking of 
capturing student engagement (e.g., Lawson & Lawson, 2013), and no research to date has 
explored this idea of dual-context belonging as a mechanism for student engagement. Mixed 
methods research designs are also largely absent in the literatures that inform this investigation.  
Consequently, in the least, this study lends promise to unpack a rich motivational perspective of 
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the affordances and constraints of contemporary social milieus (i.e., SNSs) on students in 
classrooms that integrate the use of SNSs. Additionally, the principal investigator aims to 
contribute a networked perspective of belonging to the extant literature of student engagement. 
Table 1 provides a glossary of key terms and definitions to serve as helpful reminders to re-orient 





Key Terms, Definitions, and Sources 
Term Definition Sources 























“The quality of a student’s 
connection or involvement with 
the endeavor of schooling and 
hence with the people, activities, 
goals, values, and place that 
compose it.” 
 
“A broad construct intended to 
encompass salient academic as 
well as certain nonacademic 
aspects of the student 
experience.” 
 
A collection of digital platforms 
designed for social interaction, 
discourse, and networking. They 
are largely used to build and 
maintain relationships with 
others. This paper focuses on 




The larger myriad of digital 
platforms designed primarily for 
users to create and share 
resources. They are largely used 
for learning and entertainment 
(YouTube, Pinterest, wikis). 
Social networking sites are one 
type of social media. 
 
A basic human need to connect 
with or feel related to social 
partners. Also, as perceptions of 
inclusion in a given environment 
(i.e., context or group). 
 
The individual, the situated 
context, and the interaction 
between the two. 
Skinner, Kindermann, & Furrer 












Best, Manktelow, & Taylor 
(2014); Dabbagh & Kitsantas 
(2012; 2013); Shapiro & 
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“Left unattended, researchers and practitioners can easily lose sight of the original intent 
of a particular concept” (Wolf-Wendel et al., 2009, p. 426). It is important to preface that the 
attention drawn in this paper on the theoretical departure between EPY and HE studies of student 
engagement is not a criticism but a simple acknowledgment of the distinction between the two 
disciplines (see Waldrop, Reschly, Fraysier, & Appleton, 2018) with intention to elucidate what 
this study adds to the extant literatures on student engagement.  
Background 
The intent of HE student engagement research is primarily two-fold. One, to explore how 
broad institutional practices (e.g., student-faculty interaction; extracurricular programs; campus 
culture) impact students on activities empirically connected to student success in college (e.g., 
participation in honors programs, school sports teams, extracurricular research projects; see 
Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Kuh et al., 2000; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991); and two, to reform 
HE contexts accordingly. As a result, HE investigations of student engagement inherently 
neglect process-oriented conceptualizations because the development of student engagement is 
less the focal point (see Astin, 1999).  
In response to the concerns of education policymakers on the quality of a college 
education (see Martin, 2018), the focal point of student engagement research in HE (see Wolf-
Wendel et al., 2009 for a review) centers on variables of the school context and their effects on 
“high impact” student activities (e.g., Kuh, 2002; Zilvinskis et al., 2017). Alternative variables of 
interest that are explored in relation to high impact activities center on student-level constructs 
(e.g., prior achievement, race/ethnicity, attitudinal measures, self-regulated learning, goal 
orientation, achievement motivation). Taken together, HE scholars largely study student 
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engagement by way of its correlates—either to predict postsecondary success, or hone on the 
institution as the primary unit of analysis (Fong et al., 2017; Waldrop et al., 2018; Wolf-Wendel 
et al., 2009; Zilvinskis et al., 2017). This approach, albeit justifiable, merely describes what 
students are doing that reflect high-impact activity.  It yields little insight on student engagement 
as a dynamic, iterative, complex process (see Skinner et al., 2009a). The current investigation of 
student engagement in HE contexts addresses this lacuna by bringing a self-system motivational 
perspective to its analysis—answering the need for such as imparted by HE scholars Douglas 
Guiffrida and colleagues (2013). In tandem, the extant student engagement literature in EPY is 
extended by way of both the current study’s inquiry, and its sample.  Investigational inclusion of 
student engagement research from the motivational perspective on university students has been 
forthcoming only more recently (e.g., Collie, Holliman, & Martin, 2016; Dupont et al., 2014; 
Hilpert, 2016; Marchand & Gutierrez, 2016; Martin, 2009; Reeve, 2013; Skinner et al., 2017; 
Waldrop et al., 2018) relative to the longstanding research focus on K-12 student populations.  
Chapter Agenda 
 The self-system model of motivational development (SSMMD) grounds the present 
investigation into student engagement. The current chapter unpacks this motivational perspective 
from its roots in self-determination theory to illustrate the inextricable relationship between a 
student’s sense of belonging and his or her learning endeavors. Attention to both contextual and 
self-system sources of motivation are harnessed so as to demonstrate the dynamic development 
of student engagement and highlight the potential for cross-context spillover in the proximal 
processes involved. This prompts the discussion of multiple contexts and the networked 
perspective that guides the investigational lens on student engagement in this study.  This segues 
into discussion of social networking sites (SNSs) as collectively representing a distinct ecosocial 
context.  A review of the literature on SNSs in education follows to discuss the empirical 
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connection to students in the classroom, both psychologically and academically. This 
simultaneously crafts a justification for the current study’s exploration into dual contexts of 
belonging and its potential implications for student engagement and learning when SNSs are 
incorporated into classroom curriculum.  Also, the tenets of Neal and Neal’s (2013) networked 
perspective are expounded to aide conceptualization of the motivational system under 
examination. Empirical and theoretical gaps are identified throughout the chapter to signal 
specific contributions of the current investigation.  
Student Engagement as a Motivational Dynamic 
The foundation of the SSMMD maintains that people are inclined to satisfy the innate 
curiosity for and interest in the world surrounding (Deci & Ryan, 1985; 2000; Deci et al., 1991).  
Anchored in self-determination theory (SDT), this notion accompanies the principle by which 
people universally have three essential psychological needs: autonomy, competence, and 
relatedness.  SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985) describes one’s need for autonomy as the need to 
experience choice in the initiation, maintenance and endurance of activity—and in conjunction 
with the perception of relevance to one’s goals and values.  One’s need for competence 
surrounds the notion of feeling capable of achieving desired outcomes. Relatedness is regarded 
as one’s need to feel a sense of belonging in a context, and secure connection to social partners. 
The theory holds that adaptive means of functioning result when these needs are supported, 
whereas maladaptive developments ensue when thwarted (Deci et al., 1991; Ryan & Deci, 2000; 
2002). 
Like SDT, the SSMMD asserts that motivational beliefs about the self emerge in 
response to how contexts satisfy these needs; and the degree of need satisfaction (i.e., from 
supports to deficiencies) provides input about one’s fit in said-environment. Accumulation of 
this input across time is internalized and shapes adaptive or maladaptive responses in that context 
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as a factor of these proximal motivational processes (Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Jang et al., 2016; 
Patall et al., 2018; Reschly & Christenson, 2012; Ryan & Deci, 2000).  Simply stated, system 
experiences provide messages about one’s “fit” in the environment based on how needs are 
supported, which feed forward to shape the values one attaches to that context, and how 
motivation and engagement develops thereafter (see Figure 2).  Understanding that people and  
contexts share reciprocal interaction (Connell, 1990; Reeve, 2013; Turner, 2001), the 
motivational action in consequence (i.e., engagement) elicits a reaction in the given context,  
 
Figure 2 





Note. A general process model of motivation reproduced from Skinner et al., 2009a which 
illustrates how input from the context feeds into self-perceptions and the reciprocal nature of 
engagement and proximal motivational processes that ensue. 
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which confirms or negates one’s self beliefs, which in turn influence ensuing patterns of 
motivational dynamics by way of the supports that manifest and the satisfaction of needs 
resultant (Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Mikami, Ruzek, Hafen, Gregory, & Allen, 2017; Turner et 
al., 2014; c.f. Ruzek & Schenke, 2018).   
By conceptualizing student engagement as part of the motivational dynamic, the SSMMD 
helps to illustrate that contextual supports for autonomy, competence and relatedness are 
important facilitators of positive motivational developments that foster adaptive engagement 
responses (e.g., Skinner et al., 2008), and feed positively forward into the system to enrich future 
adaptive person-context interactions and concomitant learning outcomes (Kiefer, Alley, & 
Ellerbrock, 2015).  This importantly operationalizes student engagement in the field of EPY as 
distinct from factors that foster it—referred to as facilitators (Sinclair et al., 2003)—identifying 
variables like relationships with social partners for example as outside the measurement of 
student engagement.  Rather, indicators of student engagement are exclusive to behavioral, 
emotional and cognitive manifestations of motivated actions (Fredricks, Filsecker, & Lawson, 
2016). 
The Student Engagement Construct 
 In EPY, there is a large consensus amongst student engagement researchers to view the 
construct from this motivational perspective, and to regard it as the quality of achievement 
motivation (Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Van Ryzin et al., 2009; Patall et al., 2018; Jang et al., 
2012; Skinner et al., 2008).  Specifically, it is the goal-directed and emotion-infused product of 
motivation (Skinner et al., 2009b; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012) which manifests through activity 
(Turner et al., 2014).  As such, measurements of student engagement in EPY largely reflect the 
outward markers of motivational states, capturing the quality of student action somewhere 
between adaptive (i.e., the student displays positive motivational manifestations–engagement) 
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and maladaptive (i.e., the student displays few positive, or altogether negative manifestations of 
achievement motivation—disaffection).  In this way, measures of student engagement in EPY 
reflect the outward response that is energized and directed by way of how needs are supported or 
thwarted (Kiefer et al., 2015; Patall et al., 2018; Skinner et al., 2009a).  
The nature in which adaptive and maladaptive forms of motivation manifest are most 
commonly discussed across three dimensions: behavioral, emotional, and cognitive (Appleton et 
al., 2008; Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Fredricks et al., 2004; Jimerson et al., 2003; Lam, Wong, 
Yang, & Liu, 2012; Skinner et al., 2009a).  With some variation across studies, behavioral 
engagement is typically captured as the effort, attention, and persistence of students in the 
initiation of, and participation in learning activities (Skinner et al., 2008).  Emotional 
engagement is represented as students’ motivated participation during learning activities, to 
include feelings of enjoyment, excitement, and interest for example (Chi, Skinner, & 
Kindermann, 2010). Cognitive engagement refers to student inclinations for challenge, mastery 
approach, and thoroughness, among other cognitive manifestations of motivation (Skinner et al., 
2009a). 
Other motivation researchers in EPY identify a fourth dimension (Finn & Zimmer, 2012; 
Jang et al., 2016; Veiga, 2016; Wang, Fredricks, Ye, Hofkens, & Linn, 2016).  This dimension is 
often either social engagement—	“the quality of social interactions with peers and adults” which 
includes “a willingness to invest in the formation and maintenance of relationships while 
learning” (Wang et al., 2016); or agentic engagement—	initiated action “to render one's 
environment more supportive and need-satisfying” (Jang et al., 2016).  Despite the inconsistency 
of research in EPY to depict student engagement across three or four dimensions, the 
multidimensionality of the construct is a widely regarded precept reflected in both thought and 
measurement.   
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Discussions of its measurement in EPY center on how to conceptualize the distinct 
dimensions—as independent, or measurable as a meta-construct—as well as how best to capture 
the essence of student engagement as a motivational state (Fredricks et al., 2004; 2016).  
Scholars in EPY are particularly concerned with the isolation of factors that capture student 
engagement from factors that support or undermine it (Fredricks et al., 2016; Lam et al., 2012; 
Sinclair et al., 2003; Skinner et al., 2008; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012).  The argument holds that 
when facilitators (e.g., teacher-student relationships) are included in the measurement as part of 
the student engagement construct (i.e., as indicators), it becomes difficult to determine the 
impact that those variables have on student engagement when the construct of student 
engagement is conceptualized as a student’s motivated action (i.e., the goal-oriented, emotion-
infused outcome of a motivational state).  In other words, how much is a student’s motivated 
action represented if influencing factors are included in its measurement? 
The conceptual disregard for separation of facilitators and indicators of student 
engagement results in measurement of student engagement as a meta-construct, preventing any 
distinction between variables like behavioral participation, belonging, and motivation (Fredricks 
et al., 2004).  SSMMD researchers like Skinner and Pitzer (2012) caution against such practice 
arguing that it problematizes follow-up into whether these constructs influence student 
engagement or not.  Additionally, when research is aimed at better understanding how student 
engagement develops, the inclusion of facilitators in its measurement impedes a researcher’s 
capacity to determine the influence of context and self-perceptions, independently, on 
engagement. To understand student engagement as reflective of goal-directed, motivated action, 
it is imperative that researchers carefully attend to the nuance inherent in a construct which is 
“intrapsychic” (Kindermann & Vollet, 2014), interpersonal, and reciprocal in nature (Fredricks et 
al., 2016; Patall et al., 2018; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012).  Collectively, the research in EPY reflects 
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this motivational underpinning of student engagement, reporting on the construct as a 
motivational development responsive to time and person-context interaction (Fredricks et al., 
2004).      
The departure.  The research on student engagement is not exclusive to the field of EPY 
however, and thus can be observed from an alternative viewpoint.  Rather than bounding student 
engagement as a student-focused motivational experience, the research in HE conceptualizes the 
construct loosely as student involvement or student integration at school (Astin, 1999; Coates, 
2007; Tinto, 1997).  The primary intention of this stream of research is to identify “good 
practice” in undergraduate education (Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Kuh, 2002).  Accordingly, 
the measurement tool for student engagement in HE research—the National Survey of Student 
Engagement (NSSE)—was developed for college institutions to track how engaged their students 
are in activities that are empirically tied to higher quality college experiences (Kuh, 2002; 
Zilvinskis et al., 2017).  Reports on student engagement in HE thus depict the happenings across 
the institution with measurement intention to monitor broad institutional occurrences over time, 
and in response to adjustments at the institutional level. As such, measures of student 
engagement in HE research equally identify aspects of student behavior (e.g., time on task) and 
elements descriptive of institutional provisions (e.g., the extent to which courses provide 
challenging work, or instructors provide timely feedback).  Because the target of student 
engagement studies in HE broadly encompasses student involvement as a reflection of all 
university activity, its measurement does not distinguish between facilitators and indicators.  The 
focal point is at the institution, broadly; thus meta-construct captures of student engagement are 
acceptable for HE research.   
The distinction in perspective between EPY and HE researchers of student engagement is 
not incidental (Zusho, 2017).  In large part, the literature in EPY on student engagement surged 
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in response to national attention on the complex, social and educational problem in America of 
early school leaving (i.e., student dropout before high school completion; e.g, Finn, 1989; Finn 
& Cox, 1992; Finn & Voelkl, 1993; Connell, 1990; Connell et al., 1994; Newman & Newman, 
1993; Newmann, Wehlage, & Lamborn, 1992; Skinner et al., 1990; Skinner & Belmont, 1993).  
The reports were showing that: rates of high school dropout were around 27%; racial, ethnic and 
linguistic minority student populations were more likely to leave school early than their 
counterparts of majority group populations; and that policy changes increasing high school 
graduation requirements were potentially serving further detriment to students already struggling 
to stay in school (McDill, Natriello, & Pallas, 1985; Rumberger, 1987).  Additionally, data were 
revealing a disproportionate representation of early school leavers from families with low socio-
economic status, and recurring links between school behavior (i.e., attendance, misbehavior, 
suspension, expulsion, dropout) and delinquency (Elliott & Voss, 1974; Finn, Stott, & Zarichny, 
1988).  In response, education and motivation researchers were prompted to explore risk and 
protective factors related to K-12 non-completion. 
Consequently, the research in EPY—largely aimed at ameliorating the negative school 
outcomes associated with K-12 students at risk (Christenson et al., 2001; Finn & Cox, 1992; 
Lehr et al., 2004; Sinclair et al., 2003; Wang & Fredricks, 2014)—is geared toward a 
motivational framework.  This perspective aids in identifying risk and protective factors, and in 
devising interventions that keep students in school.  As a result of these research goals, the 
tradition of student engagement studies in EPY largely examines K-12 student populations (see 
Christenson, Reschly, & Wylie, 2012).  Although there is a growing literature of student 
engagement research from the motivational perspective in EPY on college student populations 
(Collie et al., 2016; Dupont et al., 2014; Marchand & Gutierrez, 2016; Martin, 2009; Reeve, 
2013; Skinner et al., 2017), the majority of research on student engagement in college student 
 34 
populations comes from HE researchers.  Whereas both perspectives lend important information 
to stakeholders of undergraduate education, it is paramount to recognize the difference in both 
the approach and conceptual representation of student engagement across these literatures to 
guide appropriate interpretations of the research (see Waldrop et al., 2018).  
The driving agenda for student engagement research in HE to report to policymakers on 
the quality of education that students are getting—as outlined in the beginning of this chapter—
crafts a qualitatively different conceptualization of the student engagement construct.  Distinct 
from student engagement research in HE that emerged from the need to demonstrate broad 
institutional practices as representative of educational quality (i.e., effective educational 
practice), it is advantageous for EPY investigations to parse out the experience of student 
engagement as a multidimensional, developmental construct to understand how motivational 
states are reflected in action at the student level if interventions to keep students in school are to 
be designed.  This is not necessary for HE researchers, as reporting out on a meta-construct level 
does not impede with their representation of the construct or the purpose of its analysis 
(Zilvinskis, 2017).  In the same vein, where HE research centers on student involvement broadly 
(i.e., good practice by the institution and its students), it is not pertinent to separate out the 
facilitators of student engagement from construct measurement.  However, it is essential in 
understanding the development of student engagement (i.e., as the outcome of a motivational 
state) to exclude facilitators of the construct from measurement of the “construct proper” 
(Skinner & Pitzer, 2012).   
The affordance.  Taken together, the conceptualization of student engagement by 
motivation researchers in EPY grants investigational capacity to explore mechanisms of student 
engagement—both social and personal factors that facilitate or undermine its development.  The 
framing of student engagement research in HE does not permit this (Guiffrida et al., 2013).  
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Specifically of interest in the current study, as included in the SSMMD in the EPY student 
engagement literature, the three basic human needs (competence, autonomy, relatedness) present 
an investigational landscape to explore for mechanisms of student engagement.  With numerous 
scholars pointing to social dynamics as “the engine of development” (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 
1998; Kindermann & Vollet, 2014; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012; Tseng & Siedman, 2007), the 
rationale arises to explore relatedness, in particular, as a mechanism for student engagement.   
Being that humans are social creatures and that there is evidence to show that “many of 
the strongest emotions people experience, both positive and negative, are linked to 
belongingness” (Baumeister & Leary, 1995, p. 508), the decision to exclusively focus on 
relatedness has empirical support.  Of added import, the SSMMD conceptualizes engagement as 
emotion-infused, indicating that supports for emotional engagement in part come from the 
underlying need for relatedness (Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Skinner et al., 2009a).  But more 
specifically, as relatedness is viewed as both an emotional and social aspect of the human 
experience (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Bowlby, 1969; 1973), the current study’s exploration of 
this construct melds well with a student engagement inquiry that dives into digital, social 
networking milieu—a context in which the effects (academically, psychosocially, 
developmentally) are still widely debated and largely unknown (Cecil & Denise, 2017; Seabrook 
et al., 2016; Verduyn et al., 2017). 
Relatedness: The Impact on Student Engagement and Achievement 
 Tethered to attachment theory's premise that people seek to belong and develop 
connections with others (Ainsworth, 1979; Bowlby, 1969; 1973), relatedness is empirically 
explored as one’s sense of belonging or connectedness (e.g., Allen et al., 2018; Baumeister & 
Leary, 1995; Kiefer et al., 2015; Osterman, 2000; Slaten, Rose, Bonifay, & Ferguson, 2018; Van 
Ryzin et al., 2009).  As such, the terms belongingness and relatedness in the present work, and in 
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the research discussed, are conceptualized synonymously—reflecting a student’s perceptions of 
belongingness, connectedness or acceptance in a specified group or setting.  Motivation and 
student engagement scholars in Educational Psychology have investigated belongingness as a 
mechanism for student engagement (e.g., Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Newmann et al., 1992; 
Reschly & Christenson, 2012; Skinner & Belmont, 1993; Skinner et al., 2008; Wang & Eccles, 
2013; Zimmer-Gembeck, Chipuer, Hanisch, Creed, & McGregor, 2006).  Specifically, it is 
believed that when students feel a sense of belonging to the school context (e.g., peers, teachers, 
class), they are more likely to exhibit constructive responses behaviorally, emotionally, and 
cognitively in that environment (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Connell et al., 1995; Finn, 1989; 
Goodenow, 1993; Osterman, 2000; Payne, 2008; Slaten, Ferguson, Allen, Brodrick, & Waters, 
2016; Wang & Eccles, 2012).  
The literature shows that feelings of belongingness in school are demonstrated in 
conjunction with contextual supports, such as those provided through teacher supports (e.g., 
structure, warmth, autonomy), peer supports (e.g., quality of peer interactions), and school 
supports like school environment and size (e.g., Allen et al., 2018; Gray, 2017; Jang et al., 2016; 
Newmann et al., 1992; Payne, 2008; Wentzel, Battle, Russell, & Looney, 2010). Newmann and 
colleagues highlight the significance of context supports for school belonging and subsequent 
learning opportunities in that they help to “activate underlying motivation” (Newmann et al., 
1992, p.13).  The research that links belongingness to positive affect, positive self-beliefs, and 
other intrapersonal resources (Allen et al., 2016; Anderman, 2002; Deci et al., 1991; Gillen-
O’Neel & Fuligni, 2013; Goodenow, 1993; Martin & Dowson, 2009; Van Ryzin et al., 2009; 
Wentzel, Donlan, & Morrison, 2012) lend insight on how belongingness functions as a support 
for positive motivational development— engagement, included.   
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Relatedness and Student Engagement  
Numerous studies reveal the connection between belongingness and engagement, some 
specific to belongingness with peers (e.g., Mikami et al., 2017), peer groups (e.g., Furrer, 2010), 
or teachers (e.g., Skinner et al., 2008); and some centered on a more global perception of “school 
belongingness” (e.g., Gillen-O’Neel et al., 2013).  Others are suggestive of the connection 
between engagement and belongingness by narrowing perceptions of a broad school 
belongingness to belongingness in the classroom (e.g., Gray, 2017). There is also a collection of 
research demonstrating its nuanced relationship with student engagement across social partners 
(e.g., Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Vollet et al., 2017; Wang & Eccles, 2012; Wentzel et al., 2010).  
Each interpersonal relationship in an individual’s life serves a unique role. Beyond 
consideration of individual differences on the interactions and relationships that evolve between 
two people, there is also the interpersonal social level of that relationship (e.g., student-parent, 
student-teacher) that influences the relational dynamics.  Accordingly, the motivation and 
student engagement literature has examined how a student’s relationships across social levels 
impacts student engagement (e.g., Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Kindermann, 2007).  For example, 
focused on student behavioral and emotional engagement, Furrer and Skinner (2003) apply a 
cumulative risk framework to evaluate the differential effects of relatedness across three unique 
social partners (teachers, peers, parents) on student engagement (i.e., across both teacher and 
self-reports). Analyses revealed that stronger feelings of relatedness, collectively, are positively 
associated with higher reports of emotional and behavioral dimensions of student engagement for 
both student and teacher reports. Among other discoveries, the researchers also found that 
student feelings of relatedness predict engagement over and above the effects of perceived 
control—a self-system source of motivation related to the need for autonomy (see: Connell & 
Wellborn, 1991; Deci & Ryan, 1985). Their findings further suggest that social relations 
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uniquely influence self-system processes, with both the relational source (i.e., which social 
partner) and the amount of support perceived as two important contributors to motivational 
development over time. Furrer and Skinner (2003) propose that the predictive ability of 
relatedness (high or low) in the beginning of the semester on subsequent reports of engagement 
(or disaffection) at semester-end are indicative of the motivational dynamic at play—that high 
relatedness fosters positive motivational development across time, and thus positive 
manifestations of engagement; while low relatedness feeds less into positive trajectories of 
motivational development.  This notion has been corroborated by other studies (e.g., Gillen-
O’Neel et al., 2013; Jang et al., 2016; Mikami et al., 2017), and has been illustrated across three 
dimensions of engagement—emotional, behavioral, and cognitive (e.g., Wang & Eccles, 2012).  
Taken together, findings across the literature illustrate the fundamental role that feelings of 
belongingness impart on a student’s learning experience.      
Relatedness and Academic Achievement  
Following from self-determination theory which posits that adaptive motivation and 
optimal performance result when contexts provide supports for need satisfaction, studies not only 
show that student engagement (i.e., the positive manifestation of motivation) develops in relation 
to reports of belongingness (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, Friedel, & Paris, 2005; Furrer & Skinner, 
2003; Van Ryzin et al., 2009; Wentzel et al., 2012), but also that higher reports of belongingness 
associate with better learning outcomes (Allen et al., 2018; Anderman, 2002; Beachboard, 
Beachboard, Li, & Adkison, 2011; Chapman, Buckley, Sheehan, & Shochet, 2013; Mikami et 
al., 2017; Osterman, 2000; Walton & Cohen, 2011). In effect, research that illuminates how 
feelings of belongingness are achieved across learning environments holds promise to expand on 
the literature aimed at increasing student achievement.  
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For example, Chapman and colleagues (2013) performed a systematic review of school 
belonging studies that examine student perceptions of belonging in recognition that it serves as a 
protective factor from risk-taking behavior and in turn, from early school leaving. Although the 
goal of this work was to evaluate intervention programs established for adolescents to promote 
school belonging, it contributes to the extant literature in support of the relationship between 
belongingness, engagement, and school achievement.  Similarly, in a study aimed at uncovering 
the relationship between school belongingness and psychological outcomes in adolescents, 
Anderman (2002) also examined the predictive ability of school belongingness on student GPA.  
Hierarchical linear modeling revealed that school belonging was a strong predictor of all 
psychological outcome variables, as well as GPA. Additionally, Beachboard and colleagues 
(2011) analyze a unique set of student achievement variables (literacy, critical thinking, job 
preparation) in relation to belongingness for undergraduate seniors. Classifying these variables as 
academic development rather than measures of achievement, the research team sought to 
investigate the relationship of those variables with cohort participation; as well as how feelings 
of belongingness mediate the effects in those relationships.  They found that membership in a 
cohort related to increased reports of belongingness, and that the relationship between cohort 
participation and academic development is mediated by feelings of belongingness.  Collectively, 
these studies provide supporting evidence for the relationship between sense of belonging and 
development—academic achievements included.  In contrast, other research reveals mixed 
findings on this relationship. 
 A nuanced relationship.  Other studies also lend to an understanding of student feelings 
of belonging as related to school achievement.  Gillen-O’Neel et al. (2013) conducted a 
longitudinal investigation of school belonging in high school students to explore the relationship 
between school belonging and academic achievement.  Their study also explored the relationship 
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between school belonging and motivation (i.e., academic value). Whereas findings did not reveal 
school belonging to be a predictor of GPA across high school years, the results did illustrate a 
parallel between increased reports of belonging in a given year and value measures that reflected 
school as enjoyable and useful.  
The association found in the longitudinal Gillen-O’Neel study (2013) between belonging 
and value suggests that belongingness is an important contributor to student engagement over 
time.  Although this should in turn have revealed correlated belonging and achievement 
outcomes (Connell, 1990; Wellborn & Connell, 1991; Skinner & Belmont, 1993), the data’s 
failure to capture a relationship between school belonging and GPA is attributed by the research 
team to be in part a factor of the multiple year, within-person design.  Whereas cross-sectional 
and single-year studies typically yield a relationship between measures of belonging and 
achievement (e.g., Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Goodenow, 1993; Ryan, 2001; Walton & Cohen, 
2011; see also Martin & Dowson, 2009), Gillen-O’Neel and colleagues (2013) caution that such 
designs do not capture accurate developmental trajectories of school belonging because young 
adolescents are the traditional student sample population across that research (c.f. Walton & 
Cohen, 2011).  Gillen-O’Neel et al. (2013) posit this to be problematic for such designs being 
that the developmental literature empirically illustrates plummeting levels of achievement 
motivation at the transitional years of middle school, with steady declines into high school (see 
Eccles et al., 1993).  In that regard, Gillen-O’Neel et al.’s (2013) findings that feelings of school 
belonging do not predict GPA in high school students are not exactly off-target.  
Nevertheless, other longitudinal studies do find a relationship between belonging and 
achievement in both middle school and high school students, albeit differences in the 
operationalization of achievement (i.e., course grade: Reeve, 2013; and prior GPA: Wang & 
Eccles, 2013).  Moreover, the relationship between belonging and achievement in those studies 
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emerges indirectly, that is via the influence that need satisfaction has on student engagement 
(e.g., Reeve, 2013; Wang & Eccles, 2013).  Taken together, studies of all student populations 
may not only gain insight on the relationship between belonging and achievement with 
longitudinal research design, but may also benefit with careful consideration of achievement 
measure and whether global perceptions of school belonging are desirable over perceptions of 
more proximal settings—classroom belonging, for example.   
School is both structured and experienced qualitatively differently from secondary to 
high-school and from high-school to college (Eccles & Midgley, 1989; Slaten et al., 2016). It is 
plausible that a measurement of belonging to a more immediate surrounding for older students, 
classroom belonging for example, might interact with school achievement variables differently 
than that observed in Gillen-O’Neel et al.’s (2013) study. For example, another longitudinal 
study of adolescents—both middle and high school age—investigated the relationship between 
student feelings of belongingness to classroom peers and behavioral engagement. This study, 
conducted by Mikami and colleagues (2017), also explored that relationship as predictive of 
achievement (i.e, performance on an end of year state assessment). Results show that student 
feelings of belongingness with classroom peers are significant predictors of behavioral 
engagement in that same classroom for the school year; and that improvements on the 
achievement measure are best predicted by behavioral engagement, with relatedness to 
classroom peers having an indirect relationship with achievement.  The converse findings across 
both studies (i.e., Gillen-O’Neel et al., 2013 and Mikami et al., 2017) may be the result of 
methodology as suggested.  Whereas Gillen-O’Neel et al (2013) failed to observe a relationship 
between school belongingness and GPA, a fine-grain examination of classroom peer belonging 
and performance on a state assessment suggest that measurements of belonging to a context 
which students are more intimately connected may lend insight to differential self-system 
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processes. This proposition gains support from other longitudinal studies which suggest similar 
mediating effects of relatedness on achievement (e.g., Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Reeve, 2013; 
Ryan, 2001; Jang et al., 2016; Wang & Eccles, 2013). 
Summary 
Collectively, the research suggests that a student’s sense of belonging at school does 
weigh in on academic outcome variables (e.g., school achievement).  Although the relationship 
takes shape indirectly, its significant role in the pathway between student engagement and 
various educational outcome measures is largely represented across the literature (see Osterman, 
2000; and Slaten et al., 2016 for reviews).  Additionally, it can be concluded from the research 
above that measures of belonging might capture a stronger relationship or pathway to learning 
outcome variables (e.g., achievement) if the focal point of relatedness for the student is in the 
more immediate surrounding (e.g., peers; classroom) as opposed to the more abstract context of 
school belonging (e.g., Mikami et al., 2017).  Kindermann and Vollet (2014) support this 
argument, illustrating that physical proximity of social partners in a context is a “critical 
determinant” of interactional exchanges such that even student perceptions of situated 
experiences at school can vary dependent on the distal extension in which peer networks are 
accounted for.   
As older student populations have increasing access to wider peer networks (Eccles & 
Midgley, 1989; Kindermann & Vollet, 2014), the current study of university students is 
intentionally designed to narrow in on the more proximal peer contexts for participants. 
Specifically, it will explore student perceptions of both course belonging and belongingness to 
classroom peers in that course.  As mentioned previously that each relationship plays a unique 
role in development (e.g., Furrer & Skinner, 2003), the literature suggests that distinct contexts 
are fundamental in how development is shaped (Allen et al., 2016; Baumeister & Leary, 1995; 
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Bronfenbrenner, 1977; Mikami et al., 2018; Slaten et al., 2018). Accordingly, the current 
research design also accounts for sense of belonging to a social networking platform which 
traverses the student’s personal and academic worlds.  This is intended to not only target a more 
immediate context in which a student participates—and one that specifically overlaps ecosocial 
systems—but primarily to understand belongingness as a mechanism for student engagement 
when belongingness is captured as more integrative of a student’s experiences across ecosocial 
systems.   
Ecosocial Systems and Multiple Contexts 
Students are participating members of various contexts—family, school, and community 
to name the most proximally obvious.  These contexts each include a distinct set of social 
partners and purpose for the student (Allen et al., 2018; Bronfenbrenner, 1977; 1979; 1994).  
Representative of the student, his or her social partners, and the interactional exchanges in these 
contexts, each is recognized as a distinct microsystem—an immediate environment in which 
development is most influenced (Bronfenbrenner, 1977; 1979; 1994).  These immediate settings 
are nested within other systems of influential force—each suffusing a unique relation to the 
microsystem, and nested at differential ecological distance to the microsystem.  Altogether, these 
contexts comprise what is referred to as the ecological, bioecological, or socioecological model 
of human development (Bronfenbrenner, 1977; 1979; 1994; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998).  
Moving forward, references to any ecosocial system in this paper allude to both the social 
players and interactional dynamics specific to a given context (e.g., classroom, SNS platform).    
The most influential effects of social interaction on development are observed among 
interactions with social partners whose presence endures across time—short or long-term 
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Bronfenbrenner, 1994).  In other words, the interactions one has 
with others whom he or she has fleeting contact are of menial influence on future development 
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(i.e., relative to interactions one has with enduring social partners) because it is the consistency 
of presence which gives rise to the weight of other-influence—specifically as a factor of the need 
for relatedness (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Bronfenbrenner, 1994).  A student’s frequent and 
enduring relations with social partners in a classroom context for example thus leads to the 
assumption that the student’s need for relatedness with those individuals may not only increase, 
but that the student’s perceptions of relatedness to those social partners will have observable 
effects on his or her development.   
The ecological model of human development is based on the notion that these enduring 
interactions in one’s immediate environment are “the most powerful predictors of developmental 
outcome” (Bronfenbrenner, 1994, p. 38).  Referred to as proximal processes, they imbue such 
power not only from the interaction itself, which directly influences the response of the 
individual, but also by which the degree of its impact is mediated by both the context and 
qualities of the self:  
the form, power, content, and direction of the proximal processes effecting development 
vary systematically as a joint function of the characteristics of the developing person; 
<and> of the environment—both immediate and more remote—in which the processes 
are taking place… (Bronfenbrenner, 1994, p. 38) 
 
Thus as the SSMMD asserts, the proximal process (as representative of context provisions, and 
the dialectic of person-plus-context) will support or undermine student development (Connell, 
1990; Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Connell et al., 1994; 1995; Skinner et al., 1990; 2008).  
Accordingly, inquiries of student engagement—as the outward manifestation of motivation—are 
invaluably informative when mechanisms for student engagement are explored (i.e., the proximal 
processes).    
This argument gains support from Bronfenbrenner’s (1994) assertion that it is the impact 
of proximal processes which influences development more than it is the environmental factors 
themselves.  Taken together, this suggests that perceptions of student belonging to a context—as 
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feelings of belonging drive emotional and social interaction (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; 
Goodenow, 1993; Osterman, 2000)—are important to understand over isolated depictions of 
context supports for belongingness (e.g., illustrations that students have a digital platform in the 
classroom that they use on the personal plane, or not).  Moreover, as individuals are present 
across various microsystems (family, school, community), the proximal processes inherent in 
one context are likely influenced by those in another (Kindermann & Vollet, 2014; Lawson & 
Lawson, 2013; Turner & Patrick, 2008; Volet, 2001; Vollet et al., 2017)   
 The Student as Part of Multiple Contexts 
The importance of recognizing the influence from across ecosocial systems is not a new 
practice, but the acknowledgment of doing so “simultaneously and inclusively” (Lawson & 
Lawson, 2013) is relatively new and widely explored as how best to account for 
methodologically (Greeno, 2015; Järvelä & Volet, 2004; Lawson & Lawson, 2013; Ryu & 
Lombardi, 2015).  The review of new conceptual frameworks for student engagement by Lawson 
and Lawson (2013) suggests that student engagement in the classroom may potentially capture 
the dynamics inherent in another context in which the student participates.  To illustrate this idea, 
they present a multilayered transactional model of engagement (see Figure 3) to show that the 
workings of ecosocial systems are interconnected across various aspects of the motivational 
dynamics that undergird student engagement.   
As previously described, social relations serve as the “engine of development”, 
(Bronfenbrenner, & Morris, 1998; Kindermann & Vollet, 2014; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012; Tseng & 
Siedman, 2007), with feelings of belonging as a driver for emotional and social interaction 
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Osterman, 2000), and significant contributors to development both 
academically and psychosocially (see Allen et al., 2018 for a review).  In considering, the social 
relationships which students have across ecosocial systems, and their perceptions of belonging to  
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Figure 3 
Multilayered Transactional Model of Engagement 
 
Note. Lawson & Lawson’s (2013) multilayered, transactional model of engagement aids 
conceptualization of the dynamical nature of person and context relations—across systems—
depicting how motivational landscapes (1) develop over time both similarly and distinctively 
across these systems; (2) are in flux; and (3) emerge from a kind of complex feedback circuit.  
 
those contexts, are argued herein to be an integral part to understanding student engagement in 
the classroom.  To date however, investigations of student engagement have not explored student 
feelings of belonging across contexts as mechanisms for student engagement in the classroom.   
A conceptual model of belongingness (Allen et al., 2016) in the education literature fortifies the 
rationale for future research to explore this further. 
Belongingness from a socio-ecological perspective.  Drawing on Bronfenbrenner’s 
(1977; 1979) ecological systems theory, Allen and colleagues (2016) conceptualize school 
belonging as a multilayered phenomenon.  Their model illustrates student belonging in the 
school context as a multifaceted product of individual and contextual supports that have been 
empirically shown to foster feelings of school belonging.  In example, nesting student-level 
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supports for school belonging at the focal point of their ecological model (i.e., as opposed to 
Bronfenbrenner’s model where it is the student generally), Allen and colleagues (2016) define 
the surrounding systems of influence by the research that finds adaptive and maladaptive 
motivational and self beliefs to predict patterns of student belonging over time (e.g., Jang et al., 
2016; Van Ryzin et al., 2009).  This empirically driven model supports the previously stated 
conjecture of the current study’s principal investigator that belonging across contexts can be 
explored as a mechanism for development, specifically as guided by the SSMMD, and as 
focused on student engagement. 
Specifically, research that reveals peer and teacher influence on feelings of school 
belonging (e.g., Kiefer et al., 2015) solidify the microsystem-level supports which contextually 
contribute to school belonging in the model.  Additionally, Allen and colleagues (2016) discuss 
studies of other contextual forces that exert influence on feelings of school belonging from a 
more distant reach of: the mesosystem (e.g., through equitable disciplinary practices), the 
exosystem (e.g., through prosocial interactions in the larger community), and the macrosystem 
(e.g., through school impacts resultant of educational policy). This conceptual model lends well 
to the idea that a student’s sense of belonging in the school context is a factor of diverse social 
influences near and far-removed.  It provides reason to believe then that belonging across 
contexts (school, home, community) can interact based on cumulative experiences over time, 
further suggesting that development across contexts is interdependent on the experiences in other 
ecosocial systems.  Following from the work of Lawson and Lawson (2013) whom declare that 
“the engagement agenda must extend outside of school boundaries” (p. 433), the current study’s 
initiative to explore an alternative social milieu which is reflective of both contemporary 
advancements and the future of social interaction writ large, gains momentum as a potential 
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added microsystem to consider. Attempts to investigate the intricacies involved of the dynamic 
interplay between ecosocial systems however requires a networked perspective.  
The Networked Perspective 
Groundwork for discussion of the networked perspective (Neal & Neal, 2013) comes 
from the nested ecological models previously described (Allen et al., 2016; Bronfenbrenner, 
1977; 1979). This depiction of how development transpires in an ecosocial system fits well with 
the approach taken in the current study of student engagement in the university classroom.  
Guiding this investigation is a model of student engagement that emanates from the same theory 
of ecological system relations.  This model, devised by Skinner and Pitzer (2012), illustrates the 
complexities of student engagement in the classroom as reflective of student interactions across 
subcontexts at school (see Figure 1 in Chapter I).  As a multilevel depiction of nested 
interactions occurring across contexts (family, community, school) and subcontexts (school, 
classroom, academic work), it aids the reader in conceptualizing the overlap of context influence 
(e.g., there are multiple microsystems within the school context that influence student 
development).  It also serves to illustrate how inclusion of a contemporary ecosocial system (e.g., 
SNSs) fits theoretically into existing research paradigms and extends the ways in which 
ecosocial systems have traditionally been explored (Bronfenbrenner, 1994; Lawson & Lawson, 
2013). 
The argument for the present investigation to take a networked perspective on the 
interconnectedness of these systems in contrast to a nested perspective as illustrated in the 
guiding student engagement model, arises from the empirical need (Greeno, 2015; Hilpert & 
Marchand, 2018; Järvelä & Volet, 2004; Lawson & Lawson, 2013; Nolen, Horn, & Ward, 2015; 
Ryu & Lombardi, 2015; Volet, 2001) to explore how proximal processes across different 
microsystems interrelate to explain student development—a phenomena distinct from that of the 
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nested perspective which is most suitable for capturing the dynamics of contexts independently.  
The advantage stems from definitional leverage.  Both investigational lenses target the ecosocial 
system as the setting to be studied, but the differential manifests by way of how setting is 
defined.  Bronfenbrenner (1977; 1979; 1994) identifies setting as a place (emphasis added) 
where people have access to face-to-face interaction.  Neal and Neal (2013) suggest that this 
implies an emphasis on the spatial condition and thus renders the interaction as ancillary.  Neal 
and Neal (2013) propose a reconceptualization of this framing that resituates the interaction as 
the focal point in defining what a setting is— “a set of people (emphasis added) engaging in 
social interaction, which necessarily occurs in, and is likely affected by the features of a place” 
(p. 727). This particular situated view of person-plus-context leverages insight onto the 
“individual, social, and historical contexts holistically and dynamically” (Turner & Patrick, 
2008).   
In other words, the focal shift from “place” to “a set of people” in the networked 
perspective promotes the holistic representation of interactional exchanges across contexts 
independently as well as when contexts converge (e.g., when social partners from one context 
are integrated into another).  When analyzing system dynamics in instances of context 
convergence, the nested view of relationships does not capture the significance associated with 
the different patterns of social interaction; how that gets resolved; or the impact of that resolve 
from the view of either system (or any participants). Nested depictions of context relations in the 
explanation of learning and development fall short in capturing contexts as “interwoven like a 
cloth” (Nolen et al., 2015, p. 241).  Accordingly, the definitional reframing to a set of people 
whose interactional patterns can be accounted for as interwoven across contexts permits 
investigational reach into the experiential history of individuals across contexts to explain 
present disposition and development (Nolen et al., 2015; Turner & Patrick, 2008).  
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Consequently, the perspective awarded captures a networked view of person-plus-context, over 
contexts, and as dynamics of each are situated historically. The student-in-context thus becomes 
the focal point because the proximal process by which student development transpires in the 
classroom is examined as a function of both belonging across contexts, and the relational nature 
of proximal processes across those contexts.  Alternatively, a nested perspective centers on the 
proximal process of student development in a single context as influenced by belonging to other 
contexts, but does not capture the relational nature of proximal processes across those contexts 
(see Nolen et al., 2015). 
Additionally, by definition—that a set of people are “likely affected by the features of a 
place” (Neal & Neal, 2013)—the networked perspective inherently necessitates the integration of 
contextual forces with the social interaction that occurs at system convergence. Using both the 
motivational model for student engagement and the networked perspective together thus 
constructs an investigational lens that can contextualize the development of student engagement 
in a converged system to represent the student’s connection to distinct systems as integral to the 
motivational dynamics that develop when systems converge.  Also, the emphasis on “a set of 
people engaging in social interaction” (Neal & Neal, 2013) as being that which constitutes a 
setting lends well to this study’s intention to explore the potential spillover of one integral aspect 
of social interaction (i.e., perceived belonging across contexts) when the origins of social 
interaction are: (1) the SNS world on the personal plane; (2) classroom peers; and (3) classroom 
using SNSs.   
Social Networking Sites as a Discrete Context 
 Social networking sites are used abundantly today (Pew Research Center, 2019), 
spanning user purpose across both professional and personal needs.  The wide-scale 
transformation of SNSs from chat rooms and AOL in the 1990s to the most popular present-day 
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platforms like Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, LinkedIn, and Snapchat largely took place in the 
early 2000s (Facebook, 2019).  The steady increase in their popularity has shifted the way 
contemporary society interacts—from the most basic level of keeping updated with familiar 
social partners without having to formally make contact, to the luxuries of exponential expansion 
for professional networking.  With seemingly unbounded access to the social world through this 
technological revolution, basic societal practices can be seen to change; but the effects of this are 
widely debated (Cecil & Denise, 2017; Verduyn et al., 2017).  The current research is conducted 
with the belief that valuable insight will be lent to that discourse by way of understanding how 
SNS users’ sense of belonging in those platforms relate to the ways in which they “fit” across 
settings that interact with the same social partners. Inclusion of SNSs into the Skinner and Pitzer 
(2012) model of student engagement thus expands the ways that educators can understand how 
various ecosocial systems interact to shape student development in the classroom, especially in 
an increasingly digital age. 
The Uniqueness of SNSs 
 This is particularly important for advancing the field of education research because the 
school context is evolving in tandem with a shifting paradigm of social interaction writ large 
(Stewart, 2015; Vaterlaus, Barnett, Roche, & Young, 2016). As the larger milieu of a student’s 
social world becomes digitalized in the age of SNSs, it is possible that today’s student 
interactions at school and in the classroom develop uniquely by way of how they make sense of 
contemporary social interactional contexts.  Gray (2018) lends support to this hypothesis in her 
study of adolescents using a grounded theory survey development approach to understand how 
and why SNSs are used across adolescence (Grades 8 to 11) to validate the extant literature on 
SNSs.  Her justification for using this age demographic stems from the notion that individuals 
who grow up in a culture “native” to digital connectivity may process the world around them 
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distinctively disparate from those who grew up in times pre-dating vast social access (Prensky, 
2001). Collection of user voices as “insider” exclusive importantly permitted the identification of 
developmental differences to explain deviations in SNS use—and perceptions related—across 
adolescence. Whereas Gray’s (2018) findings further the understanding of how context fit may 
be negotiated throughout young adolescence relative to the social world of SNSs, Cecil and 
Denise (2017) strengthen the argument used to support Gray’s sample selection (i.e., that 
cognitive processes of interactional events may take shape differently for SNS natives and “non-
natives”).   
Cecil and Denise (2017) anchor their discussion of cognition to constructive 
developmentalism (Kegan, 1994, as cited in Cecil & Denise, 2017), suggesting that the recent 
technological revolution creates adaptive cognitive responses to support the increasing 
complexities inherent. Consequently, reasoning and communication skills in particular are 
believed to be unique for SNS users. Järvelä and Volet (2004) support this argument and discuss 
methodological approaches for motivation researchers in education specifically, to consider in 
examination of these phenomenon. Taken together, forward-thinking educational research can 
explore how students of today—in a world abound with digital opportunities for social 
interaction—process their social worlds (digital and physical), and how the digital milieu is 
leveraged in navigating their fit in the school context. The present study is designed to 
investigate that phenomenon by adding to the dearth of educational research that explores similar 
inquiry (e.g., Junco et al., 2011; 2013; Marker et al., 2018; Mikami et al., 2018; Sheeran & 
Cummings, 2018). 
Building a Case to Examine Belongingness in SNSs  
A few key studies in the last three years (Allen et al., 2016; Mikami et al., 2017; Peters et 
al., 2018a) collectively support the present research design.  Together, they corroborate SNSs as 
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a discrete social context and endorse belongingness as the “psychological glue” (Vollet et al., 
2017, p.636) which binds development across each microsystem as interrelated, interdependent 
and cumulative.  Furthermore, the work by Junco and colleagues (2011; 2013) provide the 
foundational connection of that research to the relationship between SNS use and student 
achievement at the university level. Consequently, an empirical rationale emerges as to why 
belongingness in a digital social world might relate to belongingness in the classroom and in turn 
bear weight on the development of student engagement, and learning related. 
Belongingness from a socio-ecological perspective.  Previously outlined, the ecological 
model of belongingness proposed by educational and developmental psychologists (i.e., Allen et 
al., 2016) lays pivotal groundwork for the theoretical argument to include SNSs as a discrete 
context in Skinner and Pitzer’s (2012) model of motivational development for student 
engagement. With belongingness as a driver for social interaction (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), 
and its function both intra-psychically and interpersonally (Furrer & Skinner, 2003), its 
empirically-founded conceptualization as an ecological model for student development supports 
the notion that a student’s sense of belonging across contexts may interact in instances where 
contexts converge.  Examinations of belongingness from other ecosocial systems in which 
students have proximal participation thus may illuminate new ways in which educators can 
understand student engagement as informed by the ways in which students relate to 
contemporary social milieu.  Justification for this argument builds with discussion of additional 
research below.    
 Social partners across shared spaces. The work of Mikami and colleagues (2018) lends 
ripe implications to Allen et al’s (2016) socio-ecological framework of school belonging.  
Mikami’s research team (2018) devised a study to learn how interactions with “friends” on 
Facebook across the first year at university predict first-year college GPA, psychopathology 
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symptoms, and attachment to university (i.e., school belonging).  Student participants—all of 
whom had moved away from home to attend college—were assigned to peer groups, or 
communities, at orientation two weeks prior to semester-start.  This grouping bound students to a 
fixed set of peers (approximately 27 students per community) for the two-week orientation 
program in which students were both housed with their respective group, and organized for 
participation in several daily activities acquainting students with the area and university life. 
Organic friend connections emerged on Facebook as a result of the Fall orientation program, 
with an average of 10 peers from a student’s personal community and an additional eight from 
the larger orientation program comprising program friendships online (i.e., per student).   
The researchers found Facebook friend interactions to be predictive of university student 
attachment to their educational institution. Specifically, negative posts to a student’s personal 
Facebook timeline were associated with lower reports of school belonging.  Moreover, negative 
posts on a student’s timeline predicted lower GPA. Further, when analyses explored a student’s 
social acceptance in a face-to-face context as rated by his or her community peers, students with 
less social acceptance in face-to-face interactions demonstrated lower GPA and experienced the 
most distress by negative posts. Their findings further suggest distinctive effects from a student’s 
face-to-face social acceptance and his or her online interactions (i.e., bivariate correlations 
between the two were close to zero).   
In effect, their study confers several key points.  It lends further support to the notion that 
belongingness in the physical school context may reflect spillover from social interactions that 
take place in the SNS arena. However, whereas Mikami and colleagues (2018) only studied the 
quality of online interactions as related to the physical space interaction variable of social 
acceptance rated by peers, additional research holds merit if the two interaction-level variables 
across contexts (SNS and face-to-face) are more comparable. In example, an investigation 
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comparing the social interactional quality across contexts. Furthermore, the results support the 
relationship between one’s personal SNS world and school achievement when social partners 
from school are mutually connected through a SNS platform. Even more, these findings suggest 
that face-to-face connections (or relatedness) have a relationship with SNS communications that 
is worth further investigation. Accordingly, the current study’s rationale to include SNSs as a 
discrete context in the Skinner and Pitzer (2012) model gains momentum; but future 
investigations might yield stronger evidence of educational implications if study designs focus 
on curriculum-implemented SNSs specifically.  Such designs would also capture a more 
illustrative picture of the potential spillover between the digital and physical worlds.  Added, the 
inclusion of analyses on student engagement in classroom curriculums that incorporate SNSs 
may advance current understandings with regard to the motivational processes undergirding 
context convergence, and thus shed light on important educational implications of the 
contemporary social world.   
Engagement and the digital experience. A recent model proposed by Peters, Calvo, and 
Ryan (2018) complement the above educational research by including engagement in a model of 
digital interaction and well-being. The model illustrates how today’s advanced technological 
world (beyond SNSs) is tied to well-being, with specific recognition of the affordances and 
constraints on need satisfaction as related to user engagement.  Although the overarching goal of 
that work is to inform digital designers on how to promote user well-being through discussion of 
supports for engagement, the model offers insight to the above belonging and SNS research in 
education.  The Motivation, Engagement and Thriving in User Experience (METUX) model is 
representative of a person-in-context across time and space that indicates two important 
concepts.  One, when relatedness to a platform is supported, engagement and experience are 
enhanced.  And two, as a function of user experience in said-platform, developments can 
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manifest outside that context resultant. This is similar to Allen et al.’s (2016) work, but in lieu of 
conceptualizing the person at the focal point of a concentric circles diagram, Peters and 
colleagues (2018) situate the person within each sphere.  This configuration lends well to the 
application of a networked perspective with respect to how the present study is designed to 
examine belongingness across contexts. In this way, the METUX model demonstrates a 
multidimensional feedback loop between person and context similar to how motivation and 
student engagement are shown as reciprocally connected (Jang et al., 2016; Patall et al., 2018; 
Turner et al., 2014). 
Specifically, a user’s needs and well-being are the focal point in each sphere of the 
METUX—with a multifaceted relationship between motivation and engagement driving 
experience. Whereas Allen et al.’s (2016) socio-ecological model of school belonging positions 
an individual (the student) at the center of a network of supports for school belonging, the 
METUX model illustrates five spheres from which an individual’s (the user’s) needs and well-
being are influenced while using technology.  Loosely, the METUX model represents that a user 
is not only impacted at the most basic level—the interface; but also through app features (e.g., 
self-tracking), intended goal of app use (e.g., exercise), and life outside indirectly related (e.g., 
social life). This adds to the research previously presented in that it recognizes the continuous, 
emergent quality of human action, and accounts for lived experiences across contexts. 
Furthermore, as a representation of how needs are influenced by technology across contexts, it 
instantiates the argument to include SNSs as a distinct context in the Skinner and Pitzer (2012) 
model for student engagement.  In effect, the work of Peters and colleagues (2018) lend support 
to the current research agenda by capturing motivation, engagement and need satisfaction 
(relatedness) in a model that recognizes digital worlds.  However, this model is insufficient for 
explaining the idiosyncrasies observed when examining the relationship between the above 
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variables and diverse measures of student achievement (e.g., Junco et al., 2013).  Accordingly, 
that discussion leads back into the education research. 
Social Networking Sites and Classroom Research 
There is a growing literature centered on SNSs and education-related topics.  From 
exploring how personal SNS use impacts student persistence for example (Strayhorn, 2012), to 
psychosocial adjustment at college (Yang & Brown, 2015), academic achievement (Marker et 
al., 2018), or identity development at college (Yang et al., 2017), research has surged in aim to 
understand how an increasingly digital era affects today’s students—tomorrow’s future leaders. 
Other research investigates classroom-based SNSs specifically—either focusing on 
implementation (Baker & Hitchcock, 2017; Becker & Bishop, 2016; Chromey et al., 2016; 
Stewart, 2015) or exploring the psychosocial effects (Domizi, 2013; Peters et al., 2018b).  
Whereas psychosocial constructs, like belonging, have been discussed thus far as integral to 
student engagement and learning, there are more studies that have explored the link between 
psychosocial variables and academic-related variables (i.e., not student engagement) in the 
context of personal SNS use (i.e., not curriculum-based) than those that explore psychosocial 
constructs and student engagement in the context of a course-implemented SNS.  Moreover, the 
classroom SNS research that does investigate student engagement has only been conducted from 
the HE perspective of student engagement (e.g., Junco, et al., 2013; Pai et al., 2017; Sheeran & 
Cummings, 2018).  
Scant research relating curricular use of SNSs, student engagement from a motivational 
perspective, and psychosocial constructs is problematic considering the increasing numbers of 
educators who are adopting SNSs into their curriculums (Carpenter, 2014; CommonSense 
Education.org), the continuous growth of SNS users, the steady emergence of SNS platforms, 
and the consistent popularity of SNSs in the emerging adulthood population (Pew Research 
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Center, 2019).  If educators and researchers alike are invested to properly educate contemporary 
student populations, students need to be explored from an integrative perspective. Explorations 
of academic variables as connected to personal SNS worlds (e.g., Mikami et al., 2017; Yang et 
al., 2017)—and psychosocial constructs related (e.g., belonging)—neglect to capture the 
mechanism at play that meaningfully informs educators using course-based SNSs. Research may 
better reach contemporary students if designed to examine academic variables in the context of 
course-implemented SNSs specifically, which also legitimates exploration of a psychosocial 
facilitator—a research lacuna at present. Moreover, studies that measure student engagement 
specifically (i.e., from an EPY perspective), can capture the motivational dynamics of learning in 
curriculums that include SNS participation—another research lacuna at present.  Collectively, 
these design details would lend more meaningful information to educators by imparting an 
investigational lens on learning experiences (achievement motivation, student engagement) as 
part of a student’s personal plane in the digital world of SNS and how it gets leveraged when a 
curriculum interposes.  
 A review of the literature in this area will present research that informs this study on the 
relationship between SNS use and education variables.  Outside the scope of this review is a 
discussion of “ed tech” (learning management systems, gaming, backchannels), distance 
learning, and Web 2.0 broadly (e.g., YouTube, blogging, wikis, Vine, virtual worlds).  
Specifically, the present study is interested in understanding how the SNS world (Facebook, 
Twitter, Instagram, Snapchat) impacts university students in face-to-face classrooms when 
courses include SNS tasks into the curriculum for students to participate outside of the 
classroom.  To understand how student engagement in such a course develops, it is important to 
explore how dual contexts of belonging (the digital SNS platform, and the physical classroom) 
feed into its development. Prior research lends support to this inquiry, revealing that relatedness 
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within SNSs is both similar to and different from relatedness (Grieve, Indian, Witteveen, Tolan, 
& Marrington, 2013), or supports for relatedness (Utz & Breuer, 2017), experienced in physical 
contexts. The research reviewed below explores this by sharing empirical findings regarding how 
SNSs (personal and course-based) affect university students academically and psychosocially.  
With no research conducted on course-based SNS use in relation to psychosocial proxies of 
student engagement however, the review discusses correlational research of other academic 
variables largely studied in the literature such as student achievement, GPA, persistence, and 
school involvement. These psychosocial investigations of SNSs have studied constructs like 
identity development, loneliness, depression, connectedness, and well-being (Fox & Moreland, 
2015; Grieve, 2017; Shapiro & Margolin, 2014; Seabrook et al., 2016; Utz & Breuer, 2017; 
Yang et al., 2017).  The psychosocial literature is reviewed separately below, but only as relevant 
to the explorations of belonging specifically, and only within school-related SNS research.  
Personal SNS use and Academic Correlates 
 Where research has surged in exploring the utility of SNSs for student learning, 
systematic reviews of the literature (Stewart, 2015; Marker et al., 2018; Tang & Hew, 2017) 
repeatedly reveal the murky picture of their impact across measures of education outcomes. 
Although a recent review of the literature that links SNS activity with student achievement (see 
Marker et al., 2018) does not reveal any difference in the average association observed between 
academic achievement and personal SNS use between studies that have examined adolescents 
and those that have studied undergraduates, it has been suggested by other research that SNSs 
may impact different user populations uniquely (i.e., generally speaking) based on age (Gray, 
2018; Spitzberg, 2006).  Adolescent and emerging adult SNS users are shown to participate in 
SNS use for different reasons (e.g., Shapiro & Margolin, 2014), have preferential differences 
among SNS platforms (e.g., Grieve, 2017; Yang, Brown, & Braun, 2014; Yang et al., 2017), 
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participate in different activities within a single SNS platform (e.g., Burke et al., 2010; Peters et 
al., 2018b), and use SNSs with varying frequencies (e.g., Pew Research Center, 2019). This 
suggests that course-based SNSs may levy differential effects across student samples and SNS 
platforms (e.g., Gray, 2018; Pai et al., 2017; Vermeulen, Vandebosch, Heirman, 2018).   
Additional research reveals how users of different cultures interact with SNSs (e.g., Al-
Menayes, 2015; Burke et al., 2010; Chaffey, 2019; Liu & Yang, 2016; Marino et al, 2016; 
Mikami et al., 2018; Shapiro & Margolin, 2014; Valkenburg & Peter, 2008), which Marker and 
colleagues (2018) do account for.  It should be noted however that the SNS research for course-
based SNSs is outside the purview of Marker et al’s (2018) review.  Rather, as part of their 
actions to unpack the SNS literature related to academic outcomes, they partition findings in the 
literature by discussion of: (a) personal SNS use, comprising reports of frequency-type data; (b) 
personal SNS use specific to multitasking, including use while studying; and (c) personal SNS 
use to supplement academic knowledge, such as use to discuss school-relevant topics.  The 
literature reviewed was also exclusive to studies measuring student grades or GPA, whereas 
other research has revealed relationships between personal SNS use and other academic variables 
like: inclusion of academic-driven conversation (e.g., Junco, 2012; Roblyer, McDaniel, Webb, 
Herman, & Witty, 2010), adjustment to college (e.g., Mikami et al., 2018; Yang & Brown, 
2013), participation in school-organized functions or groups (e.g., Junco, 2012; Sheeran & 
Cummings, 2018), and time displacement for study-related activity (e.g., Rosen, Carrier, & 
Cheever, 2012).  Altogether, the literature on personal SNS use (i.e., in frequency; as 
multitasking; or by user actions) across platforms (Twitter, Facebook, Snapchat) reveals both 
positive and negative associations across academic variables (e.g., Al-Menayes, 2015; Junco, 
2012; Marker et al., 2018; West et al., 2015).  As such, scholars consistently report the inability 
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to draw firm conclusions about the impacts of SNSs on student academics (Carpenter & Krutka, 
2017; Stewart, 2015; Marker et al., 2018).       
Curriculum-Implemented SNSs   
To better understand the academic-related impacts that SNSs have on students, research 
also focuses on curriculum-implemented SNSs (Becker & Bishop, 2016; Buzzelli, Holdan, Rota, 
& McCarthy, 2016; Carpenter, 2014; Chromey et al., 2016; Jacobsen & Forste, 2011; Lin, 
Hoffman, & Borengasser, 2013; Pai et al., 2017; West et al., 2015).  Some researchers have 
developed frameworks to guide educators on how to support student learning on course-based 
SNSs (Dabbagh & Kitsantas, 2012; Junco et al., 2011; Tang & Hew, 2017; West et al., 2015).  
Emerging from distinctive literatures (EPY and HE), the frameworks either center around the 
notion that self-regulated learning creates a positive feedback loop of action and response 
between the user and the digital context (Dabbagh & Kitsantas, 2012); or widely promote student 
engagement on SNSs (Twitter, specifically) using principles from HE that indicate effective 
teaching and learning (Junco et al., 2011; Tang & Hew, 2017).  Conversely, the majority of 
researchers have focused on either the effects of course-implemented SNSs on student learning 
outcomes (e.g., West et al., 2015), how educators use SNSs (e.g., Chen & Bryer, 2012), or the 
constraints and affordances associated (e.g., Krutka, Nowell, & Whitlock, 2017).  Some of that 
research shows a negative association between academic-related variables and course-based 
SNSs (Lin et al., 2013), including unfavorable perceptions of its use for the classroom with 
concerns for privacy (Chen & Chen, 2012), quality of interaction (Carpenter, 2014), and 
distractibility (Dhir et al., 2013) as common themes.  A large proportion of studies however 
report more nuanced findings between academic variables and course-based SNSs (Bharucha, 
2018; Chromey et al., 2016; Dhir et al., 2013; Krutka et al., 2017; Roblyer et al., 2010; Stewart, 
2015; Welch & Bonnan-White, 2012; West et al., 2015).   
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Tang and Hew (2017) present a systematic review of Twitter specifically, as the course-
implemented SNS. The focal point of their review centers on a discussion of how Twitter has 
been used for the classroom, and provides a broad summary of its impacts on student learning 
(i.e., its capacity to stimulate learner participation; and associations with student grades, test 
scores, and task-level variables).  The review largely demonstrates positive effects of course-
based Twitter across student achievement variables, but interpretations of the findings demand 
careful consideration.  Tang and Hew (2017) report that a majority of the research on this topic is 
descriptive or quasi-experimental, with only six of the 51 relevant studies reviewed having been 
experimental in design, and having utilized an objective assessment for measuring learning 
outcome (GPA, course or semester grades, task recall, idea generation by quantity produced, 
exam grades).  Moreover, the studies reviewed by Tang and Hew (2017) are almost exclusively 
limited to single semester investigations.  Critical implications surround the failure to take into 
account the methodological shortcomings that evince from a large portion of the extant research.  
While positive relationships between learner outcomes and class-based Twitter are largely 
demonstrated across experimental and quasi-experimental studies, its capacity to produce 
positive effects long-term are unknown.   
In the context of the present study. Notably, the line of research outlined above is 
specific to increasing educator awareness for how to effectively use SNSs in the classroom, 
which deviates from the inquiry driving the present study.  The current study’s intention is to 
elucidate the process or mechanism for how and why students in an SNS-enhanced classroom 
participate, relate, and learn in connection with SNS leverage. This provides vital insight into the 
ways that contemporary social milieus writ large shape students today of a revolutionalized 
technological world.  Further, it goes beyond research that draws on student feedback regarding 
use of SNSs for a course (e.g., Baker & Hitchcock, 2017; Chromey et al., 2016; Dabbagh & 
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Fake, 2017; Lin et al., 2013; Roblyer et al., 2010).  It informs on a student’s psychosocial 
experience (i.e., belongingness) in the digital context as it relates to that in the classroom to 
identify how learning develops specifically with psychosocial perceptions as a mechanism for 
understanding classroom learning when SNSs are incorporated. In contrast to an investigational 
lens that centers on the impacts of SNS use on students, this level of inquiry—based on user 
relatedness to contemporary channels for social interaction—will continue to lend utility to 
educators for how to leverage SNSs for the classroom as SNSs continue to evolve.    
Thus far, the larger SNS literature on personal SNS use as related to educational 
outcomes is still in its infancy with regards to studying the integration of personal SNS use and 
course-based SNS use for understanding contemporary learning dynamics.  With isolated 
pockets of literature contributing to our knowledge of how SNSs—general or course-based— 
impact student learning, little is known about the larger, underlying mechanisms that serve as a 
conduit between the SNS milieu and students in the classroom when SNSs breach the school 
context.  Research on the relationship between personal SNS use and academic variables for 
example explore what the effects are of SNS use (i.e., by frequency, activity type, and pattern of 
use) on education factors like school adjustment, grades, or student involvement (e.g., Al-
Menayes, 2015; Junco, 2012; Mikami et al., 2017; Strayhorn, 2012).  Other research investigates 
the relationship between academic variables and SNS use that is curriculum-instructed to explore 
student perceptions regarding the utility and effectiveness of SNSs for the classroom as related to 
education factors like GPA, course grade, or sense of school or course community (e.g., Junco et 
al., 2011; Pai et al., 2017; Peters, Costello, & Crane, 2018; West et al., 2015).   
Absent from these literatures is an account of how student affiliations with SNS 
platforms (i.e., generally) explain observed social interactions in the SNS-enhanced classroom 
that empirically correlate with academic performance (e.g., investigations of student engagement 
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as a motivational construct).  The literature that most closely informs on this either examines 
how personal SNS use that organically includes co-curricular conversation relates to student 
grades or academic development (Dabbagh & Fake, 2017; Junco et al., 2011; Junco 2012); or 
how course-initiated SNS activity compares to non course-initiated SNS activity in relation to 
student involvement (Sheeran & Cummings, 2018). Reports across this research that address 
student engagement as related to course-based or personal SNS use however are notably limited 
to the scope provided by the NSSE or similar (Junco et al., 2013; Marker et al., 2018; Sheeran & 
Cummings, 2018; Welch & Bonnan-White, 2012).   
Whereas the accumulation of knowledge obtained from this research collectively informs 
educators on the effects of SNSs—in classroom or personal use—on students’ academic lives, 
the future of education rests in part on the capacity for researchers to contextualize how the 
evolving social milieu of digital connectivity impacts student development.  Specifically, a 
deeper insight into how student connections with SNS platforms function as an influence for 
student development when educational contexts evolve in tandem is needed.  The premise of the 
current study suggests that motivational inquiries of student engagement can lend purview to 
understanding the impact of SNSs so as to better inform educators on how to leverage assets of 
the contemporary social world according to how contemporary students perceive themselves 
situated within that world.  Justification for this argument evinces through an overview of the 
research at present that examines student engagement in relation to the SNS arena.     
Student Engagement and SNSs 
Junco et al. (2011) studied how a university instructor’s supplemental use of Twitter 
outside face-to-face class time relates to student engagement and semester GPA.  Importantly, 
student engagement was examined using the NSSE, thus facilitators of engagement like 
interactions with staff were included as measurement of student engagement (see: Astin, 1999; 
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Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Kuh, 2000; 2002; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). Notwithstanding, 
comparisons between the experimental group of students using Twitter and the control group not 
using Twitter indicate that Twitter can effectively promote student engagement and achievement 
(i.e., GPA) when instructors use the SNS to supplement curricular discussion.  
Although Junco et al. (2011) is one of few studies that examines student engagement in 
relation to a course-implemented SNS, it must be noted that its measure of student 
engagement—the NSSE—is one that obfuscates the distinction between constructs that facilitate 
student engagement (e.g., quality peer relationships), those that demonstrate student engagement 
(e.g., paying attention), and perceptions of support for student engagement (e.g., teacher 
feedback; Fredricks et al., 2004; Sinclair et al., 2003).  Accordingly, conclusions drawn about 
student engagement through use of the NSSE can be difficult to interpret.  For example, while 
Junco et al. (2011) observe higher levels of student engagement when students use Twitter for a 
course in contrast to their counterparts in classes not using Twitter, does higher student 
engagement indicate that students are receiving more supports? Utilizing more supports? Or 
engaging behaviorally, emotionally, and/or cognitively at higher levels? The affordances of this 
SNS platform as a classroom tool in this study thus are not clear.    
Another example comes from Junco et al. (2013).  Study One examines postsecondary 
students in a course that requires Twitter activities and implements evidence-based practices 
(Chickering & Gamson, 1987) of effective teacher behaviors for increasing student engagement 
(i.e., through frequency of instructor interaction and provision of academic and personal 
support).  Study Two examines postsecondary students in a course who (1) have the liberty to 
opt in or out of Twitter activities, and (2) are not enrolled in a Twitter-supplemented course that 
is based on the Chickering and Gamson framework.  Whereas students of Study One in the 
experimental course (using Twitter) revealed higher reports of student engagement and 
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demonstrated higher grades than those in the control course (no Twitter), the students of Study 
Two whom opted into Twitter activities (experimental group) did not differ on engagement or 
grade performance from those who opted out (control group).  The researchers attribute this 
difference to the research design, concluding that the pedagogically distinct environments (i.e., 
student choice and instructor-student interaction) yield different academic outcomes.  However, 
the measure of achievement differed across the two studies, which renders that a possible source 
for the differences observed.   
Differences were seen between the experimental and control group in both achievement 
and engagement in Study One when achievement was assessed by overall semester GPA; but no 
group differences were observed for either academic variable in Study Two when achievement 
was measured by course grade.  Results may be in part the result of differences in the 
achievement measure; but may also be a direct reflection of the engagement measure.  As 
derived from Chickering and Gamson’s (1987) seven principles of good practice, Junco and 
colleagues (2013) use the NSSE again to report on student engagement.  That students in the 
experimental group in Study Two did not differ in self-reports of engagement from those in the 
control group—in contrast to that observed in Study One—may instead reflect the capacity of the 
NSSE to capture direct evidence of the practices in which it is developed to measure (e.g., 
teacher-student interactions, as a support for engagement) more than it reflects measurement of 
student engagement distinctively. As such, the study is most appropriate for understanding how 
different supports in a learning environment influence learning dynamics more generally (i.e., 
the relationship between student involvement and grades).  In turn, readers must be careful not to 
make conclusions about course SNSs and student engagement directly (i.e., as reflective of the 
student motivational experience) when student engagement is conceptualized and measured 
according to the NSSE. 
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Another area for improvement in the research that explores classroom SNS use is to 
gauge student engagement at the course level as opposed to the school level more broadly.  It is 
an assuming leap to measure school-level student engagement, like that represented in items on 
the NSSE, for a classroom-level tool.  Williams and Whiting’s (2016) research design accounts 
for this conceptual gradation.  They studied the impact of adding a Twitter feed to an 
undergraduate course in marketing.  Specifically, they wanted to know how students report 
engagement with: the higher education institution, the College (School of Business), and the 
course when both a Twitter feed and learning management system are incorporated into the 
classroom.  Students rated their engagement across these graded contexts differently, with results 
indicating that Twitter increased levels of engagement at the course-level only.  The learning 
management system was associated with higher levels of student engagement at the College 
level.  It holds potential then that inquiries into the more proximal contexts of students may yield 
stronger reflections of the impact that course-based SNSs have on students. 
Although this design lends utility to the argument for distinguishing student engagement 
across levels of the school context in SNS research, its capture of student engagement is 
contentious.  Respectably, students were primed with a definition of student engagement before 
rating their level of engagement on a scale of 1 (not at all engaged) to 7 (very engaged).  The 
questionnaire however comprised three unfounded, broad questions: Rate your level of 
engagement with x college; the School of Business; and the current course. This measure of 
student engagement—not validated—does not provide a trustworthy depiction of how Twitter 
impacts student engagement.   
Findings from Williams and Whiting (2016) thus inform research by lending exploratory 
insight only (see also: Bharucha, 2018; Baker & Hitchcock, 2017).  Student-reported ratings of 
their general involvement across three levels of the school context do not reflect student 
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engagement as the motivated action in which the EPY literature describes.  Its inclusion as 
empirical work that informs the present study’s inquiry serves only to highlight the ways in 
which research on student engagement obfuscate the construct; and to emphasize the reader’s 
need to recognize how student engagement can be understood across the SNS literature. 
The challenges of student engagement studies on course-based SNSs.  Although the 
SNS literature commonly shows course-supplemented use of SNSs to facilitate student 
engagement (Dhir et al., 2013; Junco et al., 2011; Pai et al., 2017; Welch & Bonnan-White, 
2012; West et al., 2015; cf. Buzzelli et al., 2016), there appears to be a wide range in that which 
constitutes student engagement.  Additionally, there have been no SNS explorations of student 
engagement to date that apply an EPY lens.  Student engagement scholars in EPY critically 
define student engagement as a multidimensional construct that encompasses behavioral, 
emotional, and cognitive components of student motivated action; thus, student is captured as the 
focal point of that activity.  In effect, measurements in EPY of student engagement capture 
student-level action as directly representative of student achievement motivation, and as 
distinctly disparate from contextual elements that support (or thwart) motivated action for 
achievement.  Student engagement scholars in HE echo the multidimensional nature of the 
construct (e.g., Krause & Coates, 2008), but do not distinguish between indicators and 
facilitators.  Instead, student engagement is conceptualized as a metaconstruct—with 
measurements of student engagement representing activity more broadly, which include and 
describe the student and his or her institution.  Whereas both frameworks are informative for 
different purposes, a blanket read of research conclusions in studies that find course-based SNSs 
to increase student engagement (or not) can lead to inchoate interpretations of the educational 
impact that course-based SNSs have. 
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In absence of a clearly defined and strictly bounded operationalization of student 
engagement outside EPY, the current collection of SNS studies on student engagement lend little 
more than a nuanced depiction of student learning endeavors in contexts where SNSs are used in 
course curriculums.  Illustrated across the SNS literature at present are mixed representations of 
the construct.  For example, researchers capture student engagement by measuring: student 
preference (e.g., Buzzelli et al., 2016); participation as measured by posts, comments or “likes” 
(e.g., Pai et al., 2017); intensity of interaction as demonstrated by hashtag tracking (West et al., 
2015); relatedness (e.g., I feel part of a group of students; Welch & Bonnan-White, 2012), and 
source of motivation (e.g., I motivate myself to learn for this course; Sheeran & Cummings, 
2018).  One study measures student engagement through the use of three items asking students to 
compare their preferences from one platform to another (Buzzelli et al., 2016).  Information 
gathered about student preference does not indicate actual motivated action, and thus presents an 
inadequate representation of student engagement. Problematic in a different sense is the measure 
used by Welch and Bonnan-White (2012).  Similar to the NSSE, this measure of student 
engagement from Krause and Coates (2008) combines items that represent various facilitators of 
engagement (utility, motivation, relatedness) with items that do target a dimension of 
engagement (e.g., I regularly ask questions in class).  The limitations that arise in measurements 
that combine indicators and facilitators like this to represent the construct have already been 
discussed; but it is of added import to recognize that this occurs in measurements outside the 
NSSE as well as outside the discipline of HE.  Whereas it its outside the purview of this review 
to exhaustively discuss how student engagement is represented across all disciplines, the 
discussion has been crafted with intent that readers carefully attend to how the construct of 
student engagement has thus far been captured in the SNS research.  It is not simply a theoretical 
departure in construct definition between EPY and HE that convolute the extant bodies of 
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research on SNSs in education, it is the chasm of construct conceptualization observed broadly 
across all fields—research in cyber technology, communication, psychology, and others.  
Taken together, this tangled web of constructs used to measure student engagement in the 
SNS literature make it difficult to discern exactly what SNSs are promoting in the classroom.  In 
turn, it becomes difficult to determine what factors may further facilitate the positive learning 
outcomes that do evince.  Optimizing educator capacities to foster student development (i.e., 
through supporting student engagement) in the rapidly evolving social contexts necessitates 
clarity in parsing out the affordances and constraints inherent in such evolving social terrain.  
The present study is designed to do this by extending the current understandings of student 
engagement in the SNS literature through use of a motivational lens which can illuminate the 
proximal processes of student engagement (i.e., as a motivated activity). However, to capture 
student engagement as an outward manifestation of motivation—understanding motivation as a 
multifaceted state which develops through interactions across time and space (e.g., Hilpert & 
Marchand, 2018; Järvelä & Volet, 2004; Larsen-Freeman, 2015; Lawson & Lawson, 2013; Neal 
& Neal, 2013; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012)—it is paramount to recognize multiple contexts.  The 
current study thus accounts for motivated activity of the student in SNS-enhanced curriculums 
by examining student feelings of belonging (i.e., a source of motivation) both in the SNS 
classroom—as one context—as well as on the personal SNS platform—a separate context.  
Student Engagement and Personal SNS use 
Apart from investigations of student engagement as related to course-based SNSs, 
research on student engagement has also been conducted in relation to a student’s personal SNS 
usage.  Junco (2012) conducted a study of university students’ personal use of Facebook as 
related to: student engagement, time spent preparing for class, and time spent in co-curricular 
activities (e.g., student government, school sports). In general, results revealed that personal 
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Facebook usage can predict student engagement (i.e., as measured by the NSSE).  However, the 
specific Facebook activities in which student users participated were better predictors of the 
academic outcome variables than simple time spent on Facebook (cf. Al-Menayes, 2015). This 
study illustrates that not all Facebook activities share the same relationship with student 
engagement. The type of Facebook activity, for example creating events or time spent using the 
Facebook chat function, can yield positive or negative relationships with academic constructs 
depending on the construct (student engagement, time spent preparing for class; respectively). 
Using the NSSE to report on student engagement however, the study falls short in its capacity to 
capture the mechanism for student engagement that links personal use of SNSs to student 
engagement.  In this absence, it is difficult to discern why personal Facebook usage impacts 
students at school any differently than TV or friends might, for example.  A motivational 
exploration of the relationship between a student in the school context and his or her SNS world 
can address this gap. Figure 4 presents a conceptual model in illustration of how the current 
study broaches this gap in research.  
 
Figure 4 
A Conceptual Model for the Current Study 
 
Note. A conceptual model for the current study’s motivational exploration of student engagement 
in a course as influenced by perceived belonging across contexts (i.e., the personal SNS context 
and course-based SNS).  
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SNSs and Psychosocial Factors 
There is a growing literature centered on personal SNSs and psychosocial correlates (see 
Ledbetter, 2009; Liu & Yang, 2016; Spitzberg, 2006).  One branch of this literature explores 
how developmental imperatives align with environmental fit on SNSs for both adolescent 
(Manago et al., 2012) and emerging adult populations (Shapiro & Margolin, 2014).  Other 
research explores the motivational underpinnings of SNS use as related to interpersonal effects 
of SNS use (e.g., Burke et al., 2010; Manago et al., 2012; Marino et al., 2016; Sariyska et al., 
2019; Verduyn et al., 2017; Yang et al., 2017).  Taken together, the literature that informs on the 
nuanced relationship between SNS use and various psychosocial factors have yet to examine the 
psychosocial connections to SNSs as related to motivated activity across contexts which SNSs 
are embedded.   
Yang and colleagues (2013; 2015; 2017) in particular center much of their work on 
university students and the motives for using Facebook (on the personal plane) to examine the 
relationship that both student Facebook motives and self-reported Facebook activities have with 
adjustment at college.  One study by Yang and Brown (2015) found that college student 
adjustment could be predicted by the relationship observed between social competence and a 
student’s perceived and demonstrated utility of Facebook. Continued research on how student 
lives in the academic context are influenced by digital social spaces like SNSs thus gains 
support.  Similar inquiries into a student’s underlying motivational beliefs about the self as 
related to: social activities (e.g., Facebook use), motives for participating in SNS arenas (e.g., to 
connect), and variables specific to the social academic context (e.g., interactions with school 
peers) can provide a more insightful linkage to understand the effects of a personal digital world 
on students in the school context (e.g., Bharucha, 2018; Reich, Subrahmaanyam, & Espinoza, 
2012).  Additional insight can be gained by exploring the motivational and psychosocial student 
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dynamics as related across contexts—both as related to the SNS arena generally, and as related 
to the school context in which it is used.       
SNSs and psychosocial correlates as related to school.  Education scholars show 
interest in the psychosocial observations that can be made of students in the school context as 
related to SNSs.  Strayhorn (2012) for example, investigates the frequency of first-year college 
students’ personal Facebook and MySpace use, with one of the research aims specifically 
focused on its relation to students’ sense of belonging and persistence decisions.  Personal SNS 
use was found to have a weak, negative relationship with belongingness to the university; and no 
relationship with persistence decisions.  The negative relationship between sense of belonging at 
the university and personal SNS use, albeit weak, is suggested by Strayhorn to potentially reflect 
a better use of students’ time interacting with people face-to-face in the new school setting. 
Strayhorn (2012) recommends more research to test that hypothesis and to further explore the 
relationship between personal SNS use and sense of school belonging.  
One criticism of Strayhorn’s (2012) inquiry is that it does not capture how students use 
their time on these SNSs—something other researchers find to be more useful when reporting on 
the relationship between personal SNSs and academic outcome variables (e.g., Junco, 2012; 
Marker et al., 2018).  Further criticism comes from the study’s neglect to capture student 
connections between personal SNSs and the school context.  An improvement in design might 
also compare student sense of belonging at the university to ratings of belonging in the SNS 
world to account for misleading associations between low reports of belonging to the university 
and SNS usage.  It may be that students with low reports of belonging to the university also 
report low sense of belonging to SNSs (e.g., Shapiro & Margolin, 2014; cf. Grieve et al., 2013), 
which would negate making direct inferences about the relationship between SNS use and school 
belonging. 
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 Another study exclusively investigated whether or not Twitter use for a graduate course 
could enhance feelings of belongingness to peers in that same class. The case study, conducted 
by Domizi (2013), also explored Twitter’s ability to enhance the learning experience.  Open 
coding was performed to explore those inquiries, with content analyses indicating that the SNS 
does enhance feelings of belongingness to classroom peers; and to a lesser extent, it is reported 
to enhance learning of course content. Qualitative in nature, the research provides a glimpse into 
specific aspects of the classroom SNS dynamic that foster student reports of belongingness and 
content learning.  Findings highlight Twitter’s ability to extend learning opportunities (e.g., 
provision of links to additional, optional reading) as a marker for student reports of connecting 
more with the curriculum. Domizi (2013) also found that Twitter permitted students to 
communicate on both professional and personal matters, which analyses of both illustrated an 
increase in sense of community bonding among the class.  Qualitative explorations like this, and 
those alike (Carpenter, 2014; Chromey et al., 2016; Dabbagh & Fake, 2017) serve well in 
guiding future investigations that might seek to further explore how belongingness acts as a 
mechanism for SNS dynamics in a classroom.  At present however, no research has been 
designed to account for belongingness as a motivational mechanism for student engagement in 
courses that include SNS platforms. 
Studies of student engagement.  To date, very few studies have been conducted in aim 
to explore the relationship between course-based SNSs, student engagement, and a psychosocial 
aspect of the student, like relatedness. The research that has included an examination of 
relatedness (Peters et al., 2018b; Sheeran & Cummings, 2018; West et al., 2015) fail by design to 
examine it as a mediator for student engagement. Scholars in the field of Psychology (e.g., 
Grieve & Kemp, 2015) investigate proxies (e.g., personality trait, age) for SNS user perceptions 
of relatedness to SNS platforms, which fortify the current study’s intention to explore how 
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perceptions of relatedness to SNSs function in learning dynamics when SNSs are used in a 
course curriculum.  To understand this, a summary of the single three course-based SNS studies 
that target both student engagement and belongingness constructs is provided.    
The first study (Peters et al., 2018b) deviates from targeting student engagement itself, 
investigating rather supports for student engagement (e.g., connectedness), but to which the 
researchers refer as “course engagement”.  The decision to include it in the present discussion is 
to further illustrate how engagement is represented across the SNS literature—and outside 
EPY—in conjunction with other potential mediating variables (e.g., sense of belonging). Peters 
and colleagues (2018b) observe course engagement through student statements of agreement on 
a set of questions that tap student perceptions related to: Twitter’s workload, Twitter as a 
learning tool, comparable school-based learning management systems, Twitter’s helpfulness 
(e.g, As an opportunity to see other students’ interests), and similar Twitter feature-directed 
perceptions (e.g., its capacity for directness; facilitation of learning; effort required). These 
perceptions of support are drawn on to reflect student relatedness—specifically whether Twitter 
can foster course connectedness (i.e., connectedness to course as a result of using Twitter) and 
community connectedness (i.e., closeness to classmates) in a university student sample.  Whereas 
the researchers do conclude that Twitter can function as an engagement tool for building a sense 
of community in the classroom, the interpretation of this finding should not be accepted in haste.  
Useful insight is gained with study results to show how Twitter appeals to student feelings of 
relatedness, however the findings do not lend to insight on student engagement as a construct of 
motivated action.  More research is needed on student engagement, but the data do suggest ways 
in which further examinations of relatedness might be considered (i.e., at the course- and 
classroom peer level).  
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Additionally, West and colleagues (2015) explored student engagement and 
connectedness for a course-based Twitter sample of undergraduate students.  Analyses of its 
utility as an educational tool for learning outside the confines of the classroom illustrate positive 
effects on student engagement and success.  Student engagement however is broadly 
operationalized—encompassing feelings of connection to the instructor, classroom peers, and the 
professional community, as well as perceptions of: student enjoyment in using the platform as a 
learning tool; desire to use it for future courses; Twitter’s effectiveness to improve interactions; 
Twitter’s capacity to promote effective learning of course materials; course Twitter application 
as a waste of time; and Twitter as a distraction to learning.  Although these are helpful 
perceptions to understand how students reflect on SNS adoption for classroom purposes, it is not 
a validated measure of student engagement.  Moreover, a blanket report of enhanced student 
engagement based on this measurement problematizes the construct’s representation in the 
literature with inclusion of facilitators of engagement like utility and relatedness (Sinclair et al., 
2003). Additional research should employ a formal assessment of student engagement alongside 
separate empirical measurement tools to assess relatedness and other motivational supports.  This 
would contribute to the extant literatures on motivation and engagement as related to classroom 
SNSs more constructively.  
Similar to the above studies, Sheeran and Cummings (2018) lend insightful research to 
the study of student engagement and student sense of belonging when SNSs are adopted into 
course curriculums; but they too present findings that should be interpreted closely.  Despite 
respectably accounting for student engagement at the larger school level (campus engagement) in 
addition to that in the more immediate context of the course SNS (class engagement), the caveat 
of this study manifests by way of construct definition.  How these levels of student engagement 
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are bounded present two critical flaws that further explicate the dearth of knowledge in the extant 
research on student engagement in the SNS literature.   
First, engagement across both levels is measured differently.  Campus Engagement is 
indicated by two constructs—valuation for the university (e.g., “I believe the university is 
beneficial for me”), and sense of belonging to the university (e.g., “I feel myself as part of the 
campus”).  Class Engagement however is indicated by four constructs.  Two represent student 
sense of belonging at the larger school level, with one being classroom peer-specific (e.g., “I feel 
myself as part of a student group in this class”), and the other as teacher-specific for that course 
(e.g., “My teacher in this class shows regard to my interests and needs”).  The other two 
constructs of Class Engagement include items for cognitive engagement (e.g., “I motivate myself 
to learn for this class”) and behavioral engagement (e.g., “I follow the rules in this class”). That 
student engagement across both levels (i.e., campus and class) is measured differently is the first 
concern.  Are cognitive and behavioral engagement not applicable to student engagement at the 
school level? The inconsistency between how engagement gets captured across both levels raises 
the likelihood that each measure of student engagement is tapping into something different. 
Broad conclusions on student engagement from this study then can be misleading—particularly 
because they declare this to be a study of student engagement, which it is not (a point highlighted 
below). 
Another source of conceptual friction in the work of Sheeran and Cummings (2018) is 
that sense of belonging is observed as an indicator of student engagement.  This obscures the 
conclusions that can be drawn respective of their explicit intention to explore whether course-
driven Facebook pages (official or unofficial) increase student engagement.  For example, the 
researchers conclude that students with course-based Facebook pages (i.e., official or unofficial) 
exhibit a higher sense of belonging in comparison to students on campus without Facebook 
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course pages.  Little can be said of student engagement more specifically—despite their assertion 
for this to be a study of student engagement—because sense of belonging is largely the indicator 
of their student engagement constructs.  Consequently, when reporting across the study’s 
findings on the relationship that course-affiliated Facebook pages have with student engagement 
and student degree identity, Sheeran and Cummings (2018) discuss student engagement 
primarily by student relationships with classroom peers or faculty.  Behavioral engagement and 
cognitive engagement data were only included “for the sake of completeness”; for example, to 
distinguish between measures of the Class Engagement construct (engagement with faculty, 
engagement with peers, cognitive engagement, behavioral engagement) for students with official 
course-based Facebook pages and those with unofficial.  Taken together, their results do 
illuminate how students connect with courses through use of SNSs like Facebook, but this is 
distinctly different from contributing to the way scholars understand student classroom 
engagement more specifically.  Sheeran and Cummings (2018) proclaim the study as an 
investigation of student engagement, but it is important to see its limitations as such.   
Major Takeaways 
To date, no SNS studies have investigated sense of belonging alongside student 
engagement with formal measurement scales of each.  The scant literature that has addressed 
these constructs jointly have reported on student perceptions of these constructs largely through 
descriptive data—interview, focus group, or other non-empirical survey data collection (Peters et 
al., 2018b; West et al., 2015).  Furthermore, how student engagement is represented across that 
literature is loosely informative for understanding student engagement as a construct distinct 
from factors that facilitate its development.  It is of significant benefit to students of today and 
tomorrow that education researchers begin to address these shortcomings of the extant SNS 
literature. 
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Statement of Problem and Research Questions 
 A multifaceted view into context belonging is instrumental for conducting education 
research that will promote positive educational outcomes in an increasingly digital age.  Student 
learning is deeply connected to the motivational dynamics of student engagement (Fredricks et 
al., 2005; Sinclair et al., 2003; Skinner et al., 2017; Vollet et al., 2017), but it is difficult to 
understand how student engagement develops in the modern classroom without consideration of 
societal evolution (i.e., the technological revolution of the 21st century).  Furthermore, efforts to 
enhance student engagement—and learning outcomes in return—first require an understanding 
of the motivational mechanisms that foster it (Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Covington, 2002; Deci 
et al., 1991). Research that captures feelings of belongingness, which uniquely tethers students to 
different contexts, can illuminate the development of student engagement (Zimmer-Gembeck et 
al., 2006) in specific relation to contemporary social milieu (e.g., Cunningham, 2009).  Such 
research initiative is critical to capture how affordances and constraints of a digitally networked 
world contribute to the learning experience of today’s students in an increasingly complex web 
of social interaction. 
 To date, there is a dearth of empirical investigation that captures student engagement in a 
SNS-enhanced classroom as mediated by feelings of belonging.  Moreover, there has been no 
investigation of student belonging as considered across contexts in aim to understand student 
engagement in a SNS-enhanced classroom.  The present inquiry stands to be the first to examine 
student engagement in the classroom as mediated by dual contexts of belonging in aim to 
account for the motivational dynamics of contemporary digital worlds (i.e., SNSs).  Using a 
mixed methods research (MMR) design, qualitative and quantitative strands of inquiry guide this 
investigation.   
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Qualitative and Quantitative Strand.  
RQ1. What is the relationship between the personal SNS context and the course-assigned 
SNS context?  
 
Quantitative Strand. 
RQ2.  Does perceived belonging in the personal SNS context predict participation in the 
course-assigned SNS context? 
 
RQ3.  Does perceived belonging in the personal SNS context predict perceived belonging 
in the course-assigned SNS context? 
 
RQ4.  Does perceived belonging in the course-assigned SNS context predict student 
engagement in the course?   
 
Integration.  How does the personal SNS context facilitate student engagement when 
SNSs are integrated into the course curriculum?  
 
Study Objective 
SNSs organize a digital landscape for need-striving dynamics between persons and 
context—specifically the need for belongingness (e.g., Burke et al., 2010; Cacioppo & Patrick, 
2008; Peters et al., 2018a). In effect, belongingness to both the SNS system and the classroom 
system can be explored as mechanisms for student engagement when SNSs are introduced into 
the classroom curriculum. The present study thus investigates how dual contexts of 
belongingness (academic-bound SNS and personal-bound SNS) potentially co-function as a 
motivational mechanism for student engagement when the SNS and classroom systems 
converge.  A mixed methods research design has been selected in aim to capture the nuance 
inherent in the proximal process under investigation. While leveraging a deeper understanding of 
the affordances and constraints captured in those motivational dynamics, this study will inform 
educators on student engagement in the classroom as a reflection of the modern-day landscape 
and its intersection with the dynamics of contemporary education.    
The Contribution of MMR and SNS Studies in Education.  At present, there are no 
true mixed method research designs that investigate student engagement when SNSs are included 
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in a course curriculum. Several studies add to the extant literature on SNSs and education by 
combining qualitative and quantitative methods into a single study (Baker & Hitchcock, 2017; 
Bharucha, 2018; Buzzelli et al., 2016; Junco et al., 2013), but none have applied a true integrated 
MMR design.  “As a methodology, it <MMR> involves philosophical assumptions that guide the 
direction of the collection and analysis and the mixture of qualitative and quantitative approaches 
in many phases of the research process” (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011, p. 5). The studies that 
do use multiple methods to investigate the phenomena do not do so as a methodology, which 
requires a “complex interweaving of qualitative and quantitative data collection efforts” 
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011, p. 180).   
In addition, these multimethod studies only examine student engagement from the HE 
perspective (e.g., Junco et al., 2013) or lack a formal measure of student engagement altogether.  
For example, Bharucha (2018) lends a thick description of how social media (inclusive of SNSs) 
in the classroom are a facilitator of learning, but ultimately only captures student engagement by 
qualitative evidence that suggests increased student investment in their university studies. 
Accordingly, the present study stands to address both the methodological and theoretical needs 
for student engagement research of SNS-enhanced classrooms from a motivational perspective.  
Taken together, the overarching purpose of this integrative work is to understand the relationship 
between a student’s personal SNS context and what transpires as student engagement in a given 








Mixed methods research (MMR) is a method adopted for the collection, analysis and 
integration of both quantitative and qualitative strands of data in a single study (Creswell & 
Plano Clark, 2011; Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006). This method is advantageous in that it 
enhances the lens from which a researcher can examine the phenomenon/a of interest. Both 
streams of data can serve to explain, corroborate, or expand on findings from the other. This 
lends well to illustrating a more representative account of the variables under study. As with all 
research however, there is concern in translating a lived experience into static text embodied by 
words or numbers (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006).  Other challenges are associated with 
retrieving data that are “credible, trustworthy, dependable, transferable, and/or confirmable”, and 
in making inferences which adhere to the same qualities (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006, p. 52).  
Whereas these shortcomings are inherent for any investigation, the mixing of both quantitative 
and qualitative methodologies may either increase the threat of these issues; or minimize risk by 
way of leveraging the strengths of both methodologies (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; 
Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006). A brief discussion of how the present investigation was 
designed to address such concern will follow the details of this study’s research design presented 
below.  
Mixed Methods Research Design 
An embedded MMR design was used in the current study to explore the relationship 
between belonging in the personal SNS context and student engagement in a course.  This design 
(QUANàßQUAL) required preliminary sequencing of data collection and analysis of both 
quantitative and qualitative data, which then drove development of an informed assessment for 
capturing student belonging across contexts. The mixing of methods occurs (see Creswell & 
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Plano Clark, 2011) at all points of data collection and analyses, and at study conclusion yields an 
understanding of (a) the quantitative data, (b) the qualitative nuance, and (c) an integrated 
interpretation of the data collected in its entirety—as one strand informs the other (refer to 
Appendix A for a figure of the MMR design).  Specifically, the principal investigator built a 
survey to screen students during Weeks 1 through 3 of the semester for initial feelings, attitudes, 
and experiences with SNSs for both personal and course purposes. Findings guided the purposive 
sampling of 20 students to interview for gaining insight on how best to investigate the proximal 
process of interest (i.e., belonging across contexts as it relates to student engagement in a course) 
for the Time 2 survey, which was administered to the same Time 1 survey pool. A more detailed 
description, with timeline illustration, will be presented in the Data Collection section of this 
chapter (see Procedures).  
 All data were collected from students in university classrooms (face-to-face format) at a 
higher education institution in the southwest region of the United States during the Fall 2019 
semester. The quantitative data were retrieved across both surveys using validated instruments 
that measure student attitudes and perceptions of belonging within SNSs. Qualitative data were 
obtained in part through Time 1 (T1) survey questions informed by the literature on SNS use, 
and provided descriptive information of this sample regarding SNS appeal, SNS aversion, and 
experiential elaboration (if desired) that aided in subsequent segments of the research design. 
The bulk of qualitative data however were collected through one-on-one interviews with the 
purposive sample to learn more on the relational dynamics underlying SNS and classroom 
contexts. Both T1 survey data and interview findings informed the development of Time 2 (T2) 
survey, which was designed to address the research questions guiding this study. Data from the 
qualitative strand were revisited and integrated to capture a richer understanding of how SNSs on 
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the personal plane relate to student engagement (i.e., by way of belongingness), and to inform on 
how SNSs may be leveraged for maximizing classroom learning experiences. 
Epistemological Assumptions 
 Quantitatively, student engagement researchers can benefit by statistically understanding 
the relationship between belongingness to a SNS platform and belongingness in the educational 
context when that same digital arena traverses the classroom.  From a pragmatic worldview 
however, this inquiry demands a deeper exploration than what numbers can provide.  The 
quantitative data collected cannot grant the insight needed into the relationship between the 
variables of interest that will meaningfully inform educators on how student engagement is 
related to SNSs.  This is critical to move forward in applied research of a quickly evolving digital 
world writ large.  
The addition of a qualitative inquiry on belonging (across contexts) and student 
engagement sheds light on the ways in which personal digital worlds are (and are not) leveraged 
in SNS-enhanced classrooms.  This awards the investigation an added perspective from which to 
understand and contextualize the quantitative findings.  Conducting a strictly qualitative 
investigation however would fall short in illuminating the magnitude of the relationships 
between variables that serve to inform educators and researchers alike on the significance of the 
study’s findings.  As a result, the principal investigator was motivated to adopt a mixed methods 
approach so to collect different types of data for obtaining unique perspectives on the inquiry.  
This serves to inform the study procedure at all points. Additionally, this affords the researcher 
an opportunity to explore how each data type independently captures the relationship, and to see 
how the different strands of data converge to present a holistic illustration of the larger 
phenomena (i.e. the motivational dynamics of dual-context belonging in a society of increasing 
SNS usage as related to student engagement in a course). 
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Whereas pragmatism has driven methodological choice for this study, it is paramount for 
readers to recognize the “pluralism” (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006, p. 54) that characterizes 
the investigator’s approach for data interpretation.  By design, neither quantitative nor qualitative 
inquiry take precedence in the current study.  This was intentional from the onset, so as not to 
limit the way in which data were collected or analyzed for integration and overall study findings.  
When strands reveal conflicting relationships among variables, it is equally important to lend 
merit to each perspective which may discredit the other as it is to acknowledge the discrepancy 
as potentially complementary (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). Findings will be discussed 
accordingly—with no hierarchy of importance given to either strand. 
Sample and Participants 
 The following sections will include results from the preliminary data collected as an 
attempt by the researcher to describe the study context of the current sample, and to organize the 
findings that informed Time 2 survey development as separate from the findings that were 
gathered to answer the study’s research questions. 
Context: Macro level. This study took place at an urban university in the southwest 
region of the United States. The institution comprises over 25,000 undergraduate students and 
another 4,000 graduate students. It is recognized as having one of the most diverse student 
populations in the United States.  Overall, approximately 60% of the student population identify 
as a racial or ethnic minority, and 30% as first-generation college students.  The university offers 
more than 300 online and hybrid courses each semester, with approximately 20,000 students who 
were enrolled in at least one online course in the year of 2019. In the Fall of 2018, more than 
80% of the university’s student population was within the age range of emerging adulthood (i.e., 
ages 18-29).  The exact number of courses at the university that integrate SNSs into face-to-face 
classes is uncertain; however, the principal investigator for the present study recruited as many 
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face-to-face courses integrating SNSs (Twitter, Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat) that could be 
identified at the university with use of snowball sampling.  
Context: Micro level. Eight classrooms were discoverable at the university that fit these 
criteria, and access was granted by course instructors to all eight classrooms. The integration of 
SNSs was acknowledged in these courses based on instructional designs where students were 
directed to participate on the SNS outside of class time. The courses spanned four different 
topics, including Accounting, Business, Marketing and Kinesiology, each representative of either 
a large lecture, small seminar, or moderate to large lecture (see Table 2). Student participation on 
the SNS (Facebook) was optional in the Accounting classes (n = 3), but the opportunity to 
receive extra credit for contributing high quality posts was made available throughout the 
semester by the course instructor. Students in the Business classes (n = 2) were verbally 
encouraged to browse SNSs (Twitter, Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat) and share relevant 
information in class as appropriate for course discussions of subject material, but SNS 
participation was optional with no extra credit incentive. Similar verbal encouragement was 
adopted in the Marketing class (n =1), but the instructor for this course also posted questions for 
optional class discussions using the class hashtag to further solicit course participation. Although 
extra credit was not awarded in this course for spontaneous SNS activity, students in the class 
were required to complete one capstone project for the course using either Twitter or Instagram. 
Only students in the Kinesiology classes (n = 2) were required to participate on the SNS 
(Facebook). For 20% of the course grade, students were assigned eight Facebook discussion 






Sample Characteristics by Course Subject 
Course subject Enrollment number Instructor Interviewees drawn 
Business 23 A 2 
Business 30 A 1 
Marketing 30 A 3 
Accounting 104 B 1 
Accounting 109 B 0 
Accounting 127 B 3 
Kinesiology 49 C 4 
Kinesiology 49 C 4 
 
Note: This table displays the enrollment totals as updated in Week 3 of the semester, and each 
individual instructor is identified by a letter that carries no meaning apart from illustrating how 
many instructors were involved in the study across all eight classrooms. 
 
Participants.  A total of 521 undergraduate students comprised enrollment across these 
classes in the Fall 2019 semester, although the actual number of participants in this study was far 
less (see Time 1 survey and Time 2 survey sections below). Participants at all timepoints 
represent a diverse sample with regards to age, gender, race/ethnicity, academic status (freshman, 
sophomore, junior, senior), academic major, and in (non-)identification as a first-generation 
college student. SNS preferences for platform type also vary among the participants in this 
sample, as well as reported use of SNS platforms for personal use and previous experience with 
course-assigned SNSs.  Similarly, attitudes about the educational use of SNSs and perceptions of 
belonging within personal use of SNSs vary among the participants in this sample.  A report on 
 88 
the participant composition of this study is organized below (following Participant Recruitment) 
to describe study participants as specific to each segment of the design. 
Participant recruitment. The Office of Online Education was instrumental in the 
identification of instructors at the institution whom the principal investigator could contact in 
search of face-to-face courses that would be taught in the Fall with SNS integration. 
Communication with these contacts yielded other leads upon which were further pursued until all 
leads had been exhausted. The two instructors that were discovered through snowball sampling 
both granted classroom access to the principal investigator via e-mail correspondence, and 
individual meetings were set up to discuss details of data collection. The third instructor in the 
current study was a professional contact of the principal investigator who volunteered before 
recruitment began. 
Permission to enter class and present students with a 10-minute study description was 
granted for five of the eight classes during Weeks 1 and 2 of the semester. Immediately 
following study introduction and the process of online consent, the Qualtrics survey link was 
provided to students via the course Canvas webpage and remained open for students to complete 
outside of class time for approximately two weeks. Instructors gave verbal reminders in class a 
few days prior to survey close during Week 3. Students in the remaining three classes were 
introduced to the study with a video recording of the principal investigator’s recruitment speech 
(i.e., inclusive of consent) that was posted to the private course Facebook page in Week 2. The 
instructor of these courses made an announcement in class to facilitate study participation, and a 
reminder message was posted by the principal investigator to the course SNS several days prior 
to survey close.   
Time 1 survey. Administration of the T1 survey yielded an approximate response rate of 
12.5% (N = 65). Participants ranged from 18 to 62 years of age (M = 24.56), and overall 
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demonstrated a moderate degree of belonging (M = 4.42) within the personal SNS context as 
based on the 6-point FSC scale (Grieve et al., 2013; see Instruments section). Roughly 21% of 
the sample revealed scores indicative of high sense of belonging (M ≥ 5) within the personal 
SNS context, and approximately 11% exhibited scores suggestive of low sense of belonging (M 
≤ 3.36). Self-reported personal usage of the four targeted SNSs (Twitter, Facebook, Instagram, 
Snapchat) revealed approximately 18% of participants in the high user category (i.e., either using 
all SNSs more than once a day, or three at that frequency with the fourth at one time a day). 
Eleven percent were identified in the low user category (i.e., either did not use SNSs, or used 
only one to two of the SNSs less often than monthly). Participant scores of reliance on SNSs (M 
= 4.03) demonstrated neutrality on the 7-point OSC scale (MOCA; Ledbetter, 2009; Ledbetter et 
al., 2011), similar to OSD scores (M = 3.74) of student comfort with the disclosure of personal 
information on SNSs (r = .597, p < .001; see Instruments section).1 The most highly preferred 
SNS for personal use was Instagram (see Table 3), and the majority of students (n = 49; 75%) 










                                               
1 Because both the OSC and OSD scales from the MOCA revealed neutrality at Time 1, the OSD 
was dropped from Time 2 survey to reduce survey items in expectation that reliance (OSC) may 




Frequency Report of Top 2 Social Networking Sites (SNSs) and the Appeal 




Open-ended survey question  





“To look at memes.” 
 
“I like to find influence/inspiration in beauty and fashion pages.” 
 




Facebook 25 “I use it to look at the daily memories from my posts from 5+ years 
ago.” 
 
“I am an aspiring meme comedian online and I do have a 10k 
following.” 
 
“Mainly for family and school.” 
 








“To tell my friend a story without having to text or call her. The long 
length of video taking makes for a good way to share a long story to 
a friend.” 
 
“To talk to my close personal friends.” 
 
“Love the filters.” 
 






“I often get breaking news as it happens on this app.” 
 
“Newsworthy articles, media news, social media news, and some 
selective memes.” 
 
“Updates on books and Twitter exclusive content from authors and 
other content creators.” 
 
“Breaking news and science.” 
 
“To follow the members of a podcast.” 
 






“I like to look up news and other social events in real time.” 
 
“To keep up to date with important things going on.” 
 




I don’t use SNSs 2 “I do not believe that the social networking sites listed are appropriate 
in the professional setting that I am trying to purse.” 
 
“I find them to be distracting and intrusive. I also feel like social 
media robs us of intimacy.” 
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Interviewees. Whereas the manifestation of different SNS-focused student characteristics 
was exploratory in nature for the T1 survey, a maximum variation sampling technique (Creswell 
& Plano Clark, 2011) was adopted to identify a purposive subset of participants for the 
qualitative interview process. To broadly capture the relational dynamics students have with 
social partners across the contexts of interest, this sampling method was used to select students 
self-reporting the highest use of personal SNSs (n = 4), the lowest use of personal SNSs (n = 4), 
students with the highest reports of belonging within these sites (n = 4), and those with the 
lowest reports of belonging within these sites (n = 4). Additional participants (n = 4) were 
selected to interview based on a set of qualities unique to the sample (see Table 4 and Appendix 
B). One student in each of the high belonging and low belonging categories could not be reached 
despite multiple attempts, resulting in a final interview sample of 18 students. 
 
Table 4 
Interviewee Demographics and Selection Criteria 
Participant ID Age Major Selection criteria 
301 19 Pre-Business Low user 
304 22 Business Administration Low user 
403 36 Nutrition Low user 
603 23 Entrepreneurship Low user 
303 19 Exploring High user 
504 22 Kinesiology High user 
505 22 Kinesiology High user 
508 21 Kinesiology High user 
404 21 Nutrition Low belonging 
507 22 Nutrition & Dietetics Low belonging 
801 22 Marketing Low belonging 
407 20 Kinesiology High belonging 
601 22 Marketing & Entrepreneurship High belonging 
605 22 Marketing High belonging 
802 25 Marketing Unique case 
803 22 Marketing & Graphic Design Unique case 
103 21 Finance Unique case 
203 18 Business Unique case 
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Time 2 survey. Administration of the T2 survey yielded an approximate response rate of 
16% (N = 83). Participants ranged from 18 to 49 years of age (M = 23.56), and overall 
demonstrated a moderate degree of belonging (M = 4.34) within the personal SNS context (FSC; 
Grieve et al., 2013). The percentage of participants indicative of having a high sense of 
belonging within the personal SNS context (23%) was similar to that comprised in the T1 survey, 
as was the composition of students in the low belonging category (14.6%). Reliance on SNSs 
showed a mean score (M = 3.79) similar to that discovered in the T1 survey, indicating most 
students in the sample are neither reliant nor unreliant on SNSs in their personal contexts. Not 
included in the T1 survey, but added to the T2 survey, was a measure of students’ level of 
enjoyment using the Course SNS (MOCA: Enjoyment scale; Ledbetter 2009; Taylor, Ledbetter, 
& Mazer, 2017). Using the same 7-point Likert scale as the OSC (see Instruments section), 
survey responses on the instrument items (M = 5.32) indicate participants of this sample enjoyed 
using the SNSs for their course under observation in the Fall 2019 semester. Table 5 reveals the 
sample’s perceived affordances of using Course SNSs. Other characteristics of the sample are 












Perceived Affordances of Course Social Networking Sites (SNS) from Time 2 Survey Participants 
 
Course SNS affordance Frequency reported 
n             % 
The extra credit! 35           42% 
I found SNSs as a course topic to be relevant. 32           39% 
I connected more with the course content. 32           39% 
I felt less shy collaborating with others on the SNS than I would in person. 31           37% 
SNSs are convenient for course activity. 31           37% 
SNSs seem less formal than when courses use Canvas. 30           36% 
I read more of my classmates’ posts than had we used Canvas. 30           36% 
I had easier access to the instructor. 28           34% 
I worked with more peers than usual for a face-to-face course. 20           24% 
There was more opportunity to develop friendships. 15           18% 
I could match a peer’s face to the name on the screen. 15           18% 
I see no affordances. SNSs should not be used for courses.  3              4% 
Other: Another way to understand the work.  1              1% 
Other: Class discussions on test preparations.  1              1% 
Other: It can be used if done correctly. I have had professors use it like a 
Canvas/WebCampus which is pointless. 
 1              1% 










                       n          % 
Gender    
             n          %         
University Standing 




       n       % 
Time 1 sample     Asian 
    Hispanic 
    Black 
    White 
    Bi-racial 
    Not listed 
11          17 
14          22 
  4            6 
27       41.5 
  6            9 
  3            5 
 
Female    48     74 
Male       17      26 
Freshman      0      0          
Sophomore  13    20 
Junior           27   41  
Senior           25   39 
  27      42 
Interviewees     Asian 
    Hispanic 
    Black 
    White 
    Bi-racial 
    Not listed 
  2          11 
  3          17 
  1            6 
  6          33 
  3          17 
  3          17 
 
Female   14       78 
Male        4        22 
Freshman      0      0          
Sophomore   5     28 
Junior            5     28   
Senior           8     44 
    3       17 
Time 2 sample     Asian 
    Hispanic 
    Black 
    White 
    Bi-racial 
    Not listed 
24          29 
13          16 
  3            4 
32          39 
  9          26 
  2            2 
Female     58     70 
Male        25      30 
Freshman      1      1     
Sophomore  17    20 
Junior           37   45 
Senior          28    34 
 




Data Collection   
Complete versions of the T1 and T2 surveys can be found in Appendix C and D, 
respectively. Each survey was designed to take participants approximately 15 minutes to 
complete. In attempt to reduce participant fatigue in answering series of question sets designed to 
explore and tease apart student experiences across different contexts, participants were given the 
opportunity to exit the survey and return to finish at a later time.  
Instruments. The instruments and items on the T2 survey were selected and tailored 
according to findings from the T1 survey, and as informed by interview analyses. Survey items 
omitted from T1 are identified with an asterisk in the survey provided in Appendix C. Survey 
elements which are unique to T2 survey adhere to the same asterisk notation in the survey 
provided in Appendix D. Student reliance on SNSs, and sense of belonging on SNS platforms 
were assessed across both surveys using slight adaptations of two different instruments: the 
Online Social Connection (OSC) subscale taken from the Measure of Online Communication 
Attitude (MOCA; Ledbetter, 2009; Ledbetter et al., 2011), and a Social Connectedness Scale 
(Lee, Draper, & Lee, 2001) previously adapted to examine social connectedness on Facebook 
specifically (FSC; Grieve et al., 2013).  Student engagement was measured only during the T2 
survey, using the Course Engagement and Disaffection Scale for College Students (Chi & 
Skinner, 2010). A measure of student enjoyment for using the Course SNS was also added to the 
T2 survey (MOCA Enjoyment subscale; Ledbetter, 2009; Taylor et al., 2017). See Appendix E 
for all instruments used in the study. Descriptions of each instrument are provided below. 
Social connectedness scale. The Social Connectedness Scale (SCS; Lee et al., 2001) is 
an instrument developed to measure the degree of interpersonal closeness experienced by 
university students with their social partners.  Specifically, it is a reflection of the extent to which 
students perceive relatedness with others. A previously validated adapted version of this scale 
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(Facebook Social Connectedness; Grieve et al., 2013) was used for the present study to gauge 
student feelings of relatedness with social partners on SNSs.  Whereas Grieve and colleagues 
(2013) adapted items on the SCS to tap into a university student’s perceptions of connectedness 
with others on Facebook specifically, the FSC items were revised in the current study to examine 
SNSs more broadly (i.e., Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, and Twitter). Also important, the FSC 
was adapted in the current study to accommodate four SNS contexts. One version examined 
belongingness within SNSs on the personal plane, akin to that of the original FSC. The second 
and third versions measured belongingness within the Course SNS—one specific to student 
connectedness with classroom peers in the Course SNS, and the other specific to student 
connectedness with the instructor in the Course SNS. The fourth version measured 
belongingness within the Course SNS at the general level, with no specified social partner. 
Mirroring the SCS, Grieve et al.’s (2013) FSC comprises 20 self-report items (a = .92), 
with items like “I am in tune with the Facebook world” and “I feel understood by the people I 
know when I’m on Facebook”.  Answer selections are presented on a Likert scale ranging from 1 
(Strongly disagree) to 6 (Strongly Agree).  Higher scores indicate increased levels of relatedness 
with others on the SNS platforms, whereas lower scores indicate low levels of relatedness with 
others on the SNS platforms.  Only eleven items from the FSC were considered for adaptation in 
the current study, as they appear to be the most directly related to the targeted inquiry.  
The FSC items measuring belonging within the personal plane of SNS use revealed 
acceptable reliability in the T1 survey (11 items; a = .87), and interviewees corroborated the 
instrument’s results. Accordingly, the FSC was maintained for measuring belonging within the 
personal plane of SNS for the T2 survey (11 items, a = .93). Whereas exploratory factor analysis 
was performed for the Course SNS versions of the FSC, it was unnecessary to perform for the 
personal plane version as there was no reason to explore factor differentiation. 
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Exploratory factor analysis was performed with the T2 responses on the FSC instrument 
adapted for Course SNS, which included a total of 16 items (see Appendix E). Principal axis 
factoring was conducted with an oblique (Promax) rotation of all 16 Course SNS items. Five 
items measured belonging with the instructor on the Course SNS, seven items measured 
belonging with classroom peers on the Course SNS, and four items were non-specific to a social 
partner in the Course SNS. All 16 items were entered into the factor analysis, resulting in a three-
factor solution that represented 76% of the variance in scores. Coefficients equal to or less than 
.30 lend little contribution to the measured construct, and thus were suppressed. 
The initial solution revealed one item with cross loadings across all three factors (“I feel 
distant from my instructor on the course SNS”). This item was dropped and the factor analysis 
was re-run. Another three-factor solution was discovered, still representing 76% of the variance 
in scores. At this time, the researcher elected to drop three peer-specific items because they 
loaded onto Factor 1 with the general items. Additionally, these three peer items were all 
negatively framed which might explain loading onto a separate factor from the positively framed 
peer items.  The factor analysis was re-run without these items, and a much cleaner three-factor 
solution was produced, accounting for 80% of the variance in scores. This solution suggests that 
Course SNS belonging items pertaining to (a) the instructor, (b) classroom peers, and (c) the 
Course SNS generally, each yield intrinsically different scores (see Table 7). Inter-item 
correlations between scales was low (see Validity section), and reliability for each scale was 
acceptable (3 items, a = .88; 5 items, a = .92; 4 items, a = .92, respectively). In turn, each scale 






FSC Measure of Belonging in the Course SNS Context: Final Factor Solution 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Course SNS Context: This Course 
 
I feel like an outsider when using SNSs for this course. 
I see myself as a loner in the course SNS. 
I feel disconnected from others when using the SNS for this course. 













Course SNS Context: Peers 
 
I am able to relate to my classroom peers in the course SNS. 
I feel close to my classroom peers in the course SNS. 
I feel understood by my classroom peers in the course SNS. 













Course SNS Context: Instructor 
 
I don’t see myself as related to my instructor on the course SNS. 
I feel close to my instructor in the course SNS. 
I feel understood by my instructor in the course SNS. 














The measure of online communication attitude: Online social connection (OSC). The 
Measure of Online Communication Attitude (MOCA; Ledbetter, 2009; Ledbetter et al., 2011) 
captures university student attitudes towards online communication (e.g., e-mail, instant 
messenger, SNSs, blogs).  Two subscales of the MOCA are identified and validated as 
“fundamental orientations influencing media-use patterns” (Ledbetter et al., 2011, p. 30). The 
first is the online social connection (OSC) subscale (6 items; a = .87).  It measures the belief that 
a student’s online interactions facilitate contact with social partners.  Specifically, scores on the 
OSC reflect the intensity of that perception (e.g., “Without the Internet, my social life would be 
drastically different”).  As a collection of items, the current study’s principal investigator 
conceptualizes the OSC as capturing a user’s dependency or reliance on SNSs for achieving 
connectedness with social partners. E-mail correspondence with Ledbetter warrants this a 
reasonable representation of the instrument’s measurement.  
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Using the OSC subscale in its entirety, the six items were modified to focus on SNSs 
only (i.e., Twitter, Facebook, Snapchat, Instagram).  Answer selections are presented in a Likert 
format, ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree).  Higher attitude scores on the 
OSC indicate higher degrees of dependency or reliance on SNSs for achieving connectedness 
with social partners. Reliability in this sample was acceptable (T1, a = .91; T2 a = .87), and 
interviewees corroborated the instrument’s assessment on their level of dependency. 
The measure of online communication attitude: Online social disclosure (OSD). 
Exclusive to the T1 survey, a second subscale within the MOCA was utilized: the online social 
disclosure (OSD) subscale (7 items; a = .92).  Using the same 7-point Likert response scale as 
the OSC, the OSD measures a student’s level of comfort disclosing personal information online 
as insight into which contexts (online or offline) students are more apt to express their true selves 
(e.g., “It is easier to disclose personal information online”).  Whereas the construct of comfort 
with disclosing information online may be important in understanding student participation in 
course-assigned SNSs, participant scores on the OSD at T1 (7 items; a = .92) did not indicate 
more than a neutral disposition and thus was omitted from the T2 survey. Although participant 
scores on the OSC revealed similar findings of neutrality at T1 (see Table 8), the researcher kept 
the OSC for T2 inclusion with reason that its construct of measurement was more logically 




Correlations Inform Time 2 Survey Build 
 























The measure of online communication attitude: Medium enjoyment (Enjoyment). 
The OSD was replaced with the Enjoyment subscale from the MOCA (Ledbetter, 2009; Taylor 
et al., 2017) in the T2 survey. This instrument measures participant enjoyment for a given media 
using the same 7-point Likert scale. With permission from the scale developer, item adaptation 
adjusted for the media. For example, “Text messaging is fun” was revised to “SNS integration 
for this class was fun”). Higher scores on this scale indicate higher levels of enjoyment using the 
media specified. Similar to reliability reports on this six-item scale in previous research (a = .86; 
see Taylor et al., 2017), reliability was acceptable in this study’s sample (a = .92). 
Course engagement and disaffection scale for college students.  The Course 
Engagement and Disaffection Scale (Chi & Skinner, 2010) was designed to capture university 
student self-reports of his or her own engagement (and disaffection) in a course across behavioral 
and emotional dimensions.  Specifically, the items for behavioral engagement (e.g., effort, 
attention, persistence) and behavioral disaffection (e.g., withdrawal, lack of effort, inattention) 
distinguish between student behavior in-class (n = 6), out-of-class (n = 6), and overall for the 
class (n = 6).  The items for emotional engagement (n = 9) center around emotions related to 
motivated involvement, like enjoyment and interest for course tasks; and are not differentiated by 
context level.  The items for emotional disaffection center on emotions related to motivated 
withdrawal and alienation, and distinguish between feelings of boredom (n = 3), worry (n = 3), 
and amotivation (n = 3).  In total, the scale comprises 36 items—or 12 items on the short form—
divided evenly across the behavioral and emotional dimensions of both student engagement and 
disaffection. The short form was used in the current study.  
The response format requires students to rate the degree to which each item describes his 
or her own experience with the course.  Answer selections are provided on a Likert scale ranging 
from 1 (Not true) to 5 (Totally true). Example items include “I try hard to understand the 
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professor’s lectures” (behavioral engagement), “I don’t really study for the class” (behavioral 
disaffection), “It’s exciting to make connections between the ideas learned in this class” 
(emotional engagement), and “Sitting in this class is a waste of my time” (emotional 
disaffection).  Higher scores on the engagement dimensions indicate increased levels of student 
engagement, whereas higher scores on the disaffection dimensions indicate increased levels of 
student disaffection with respect to a given course.  
Exploratory factor analysis was completed in order to determine appropriate scale 
dimensions for the current sample. The researcher used principal axis factoring with an oblique 
(Promax) rotation. Inclusion of all 12 items resulted in a three-factor solution that accounted for 
68% of the variance observed in scores. Coefficients equal to or less than .30 were suppressed; 
and a decision was made to drop Item 2, which had low cross-loadings on two of the factors. 
This resulted in a two-factor solution representing 65% of the variance observed in scores. 
Further analysis led to an additional item cut (Item 7) because it cross-loaded onto both factors 
equally. The removal of Item 7 resulted in a similar two-factor solution representing 66% of the 
variance. Items 8 and 9 were the only items loading onto the second factor. Close attention to the 
theoretical distinction of these items from the remaining items in the solution revealed a 
difference in context. Items 8 and 9 reference “outside of class” student engagement, whereas all  
remaining items in the solution reference the “in class” context. The decision was made to cut 
Items 8 and 9 for this reason, yielding a single factor solution (see Table 9) representative of 







Student Engagement Measure: Final Factor Solution 
Item Factor 1  
Behavioral Engagement 
 
1.  I pay attention in class. 












4.  I enjoy the time I spend in this class. 
5.  It’s exciting to make connections between the ideas learned in this class. 










10. The instructor’s lectures are pretty dull. 







The resulting scale for this sample thus represents a measure of student engagement as a 
single construct comprised of behavioral and emotional engagement, as well as emotional 
disaffection. Higher scores on the engagement instrument in this study thus indicate increased 
levels of student engagement, whereas low scores indicate low levels of student engagement. 
Inter-item correlations were low to moderate (see Table 10), and reliability was acceptable in this 
sample (7 items; a = .88). 
 
Table 10 
Student Engagement Measure: Final Factor Solution and Inter-Item Correlations 
Item 
 



































































Semi-structured interview protocol.  Individual interviews with the 18 purposively 
selected students were guided by the interview protocol framework recommended by Castillo-
Montoya (2016).  The interview protocol (see Appendix F) emerges from the classroom-based 
SNS literature and aligns with the research questions guiding the current study. The protocol 
underwent a few iterations with slight revisions made for language or research question 
alignment.  In line with the Interview Protocol Refinement Method (IPR; see Castillo-Montoya, 
2016), the final template used to tailor interview questions for participants displays interview 
items as they map onto this study’s research questions (IPR Phase 1). Item revision was done 
independently by the principal investigator (IPR Phase 2) to refine construct probing. Further 
tailoring of the template was required to account for T1 survey responses. This was discussed 
with a peer reviewer to ensure trustworthy researcher practice (IPR Phase 3; see Castillo-
Montoya, 2016 for more details). Informally executed, the researcher then piloted interview 
questions (IPR Phase 4) with colleagues to check logic. During Weeks 5 through 7 of the 
semester, interviews with each participant served to successively add and refine interview 
probes. All interviews were conducted face-to-face with the principal investigator in a private 
meeting room on campus, or digitally in the participant’s preferred platform and space.  
Interview questions were crafted to capture student experiences of relatedness involving 
both SNS use and interactions across the four SNS platforms of interest (Twitter, Facebook, 
Instagram, Snapchat).  Interviews spanned 30 to 60 minutes for most participants dependent on 
student openness and breadth of SNS experience. It was anticipated that many students would 
have no previous exposure to SNSs for class use, but interviews did tap into those experiences 
when relevant. Most questions explored student attitudes toward and use of these platforms for 
personal purposes. Below is an overview of study procedures altogether. 
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Procedures. Data were collected across three timepoints in the Fall 2019 semester. Table 
11 presents a graphic illustration of the study succession for readers to conceptualize how data 
were collected and mixed along the study’s timeline. Survey data were exported from Qualtrics  









Fall 2019 timepoint  
Weeks 1-3 Weeks 5-7 Weeks 6-11 Weeks 12-14 Weeks 15-16 
 Action  
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password protected thumb drive to which only the principal investigator had access. The data 
files were cleaned in Excel and imported into SPSS. The SPSS data file was stored on the same 
password protected thumb drive. A separate file was created in a password protected iCloud 
account to keep record of contact information for the randomly selected survey winners and 
purposively selected interview participants. Interview audio files and transcriptions did not 
include student names at any point. These files included Participant ID only and were stored on a 
password protected Google Drive account. All interview analyses were saved on the researcher’s 
personal password protected computer in the mixed methods software program, MAXQDA. 
Incentive to participate in T1 survey was provided by holding a drawing in each class 
section where one survey respondent would be randomly selected to win a $25 Amazon e-gift 
card. Compensation for interviewee time came in the form of $15 gift cards by a vendor of 
choice (iTunes/Apple, Amazon, AMC Theatres, GooglePlay). To increase the rate of 
participation from T1 to T2 survey, a drawing in each class section was held where one 
randomly selected survey respondent was awarded a $50 Amazon e-gift card. Both surveys were 
designed to take students between 15 and 20 minutes to complete. 
Students were allotted one to two weeks to complete T1 survey, dependent on when the 
course instructors granted researcher access. T1 surveys were exported from Qualtrics and 
analyzed using Excel and SPSS to identify the purposive sample of interviewees based on both 
SNS use (see question 1.2, Appendix C), and sense of belonging within the personal SNS context 
(i.e., scores on the FSC). This maximum variation sampling technique allowed the principal 
investigator to interview students with contrasting experiences within personal SNSs (i.e,students 
with the highest and lowest reported use of personal SNSs, and those with the highest and lowest 
ratings of connectedness within the SNS arena). Doing so ensured that a broad representation of 
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student attitudes and dispositions were drawn upon to inform this investigation. The selected 
students were individually notified by e-mail, and meeting times for audio-recorded  
interviews were coordinated either face-to-face or virtually via Skype, Zoom, or FaceTime. 
Assistance was provided for interview transcripts with an algorithm-based transcription service, 
Temi. The principal investigator examined all transcripts line by line with the audio files, editing 
where needed. A mixed methods software program (MAXQDA) was used to memo, code and 
analyze all interview data for the development of T2 survey (and again for final analyses).  
T2 survey was announced in class by course instructors, and invitations with the 
Qualtrics survey link were distributed to student e-mails by the principal investigator. The survey 
opened for students during study week in the month of December, one week prior to finals week. 
Students were allotted a full week to take the survey beyond semester-end, with between one-
and-half to three weeks to complete the survey as determined by instructor-granted access to the 
researcher. Compensation for select participants (i.e., survey winners and all interviewees) from 
each timepoint of the study was awarded across study week, finals week, and the week of T2 
survey close.  
T2 survey was a refined version of the T1 survey, as informed by the findings in T1 and 
across interviews. Besides the inclusion of the student engagement survey (Chi & Skinner, 
2010), adaptations to the FSC (Grieve et al., 2013) were added. Because reliability on the FSC in 
the T1 survey was acceptable (see Instruments section) as a measurement of belonging in the 
personal SNS context, and its construct validity was corroborated during interviews, the full 
instrument was revised to target belonging in the Course SNS. The decision to do so was 
reinforced as both interviewees and T1 survey participants indicated the potential for belonging 
within this context. Specifically, items on the FSC for Course SNSs were differentiated across 
three contexts of social partners: classroom peers in the Course SNS, instructor in the Course 
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SNS, and more generally with unspecified social partners in the Course SNS. The Instruments 
section (above) includes a discussion of the preliminary analyses conducted for selecting the 
appropriate FSC scales used to answer the research questions.  
Integration. Whereas both interview and survey data are first independently analyzed, 
and both contribute uniquely to the study’s guiding questions, the embedded MMR design 
integrates findings and maximizes triangulation by threading together the two strands of inquiry 
across all points of study development, collection and analysis (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; 
DeCuir-Gunby & Schutz, 2017).  In effect, the yield achieved (i.e., insights otherwise impossible 
to gain from a singular method of study; see McCrudden, Marchand, & Schutz, 2019) lends to 
the credibility and trustworthiness of the study overall.  Each point of interface (i.e., data 
integration) is thus reviewed in the following section (Analytic Strategy) to illustrate the yield.  
Analytic Strategy 
 As an embedded MMR design, it is important to acknowledge how both quantitative and 
qualitative data converge across timepoints both to inform study development and arrive at a 
fully integrated discussion relevant to the guiding research questions. In accordance, this section 
is organized not only to describe the methodology employed, but also to aid the reader’s 
conceptualization of this embedded design. To address RQ1 for example:  
RQ1: What is the relationship between the personal SNS context and the course-
assigned SNS context? 
 
Both interview and survey data were interwoven.  Descriptive data from T1 survey were used to 
statistically explore correlations among variables, and also to tailor student interviews for 
gaining additional insight on the nature of those relationships. Interview sessions were 
intentionally designed to explore how student experiences across contexts (personal SNSs, 
Course SNSs, physical university classrooms) distill the underlying proximal processes of 
student social interactions. The mixing of both strands to mutually inform the other up to this 
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timepoint not only answers RQ1, but lends to the study’s progression. How each strand of data 
was specifically analyzed in address of this research question is outlined in sequence below.    
Time 1 survey. The T1 survey includes instruments that measure reliance on SNSs (OSC 
subscale; Ledbetter, 2009) and perceptions of relatedness within SNSs (the FSC; Grieve et al., 
2013).  The other survey items were largely categorical (e.g., “What is the personal appeal to you 
for this SNS?” Meet new people online; Connect with people I have recently met; Know about 
others; Share life stories or events; etc) or ordinal (e.g., “How often do you feel isolated or 
excluded in your face-to-face university courses?” Never, Rarely, Often, Always, This is my first 
semester at the university; I have previously only taken online courses), with a few open-ended 
items (e.g., “Why do you not use SNSs?”).  The primary purpose of the T1 survey was to learn 
about the sample characteristics in order to study the underexplored phenomenon of interest.  
SPSS statistical software was used to obtain descriptive statistics and conduct 
correlational analyses on survey items.  The findings were multi-purposeful in: (a) providing a 
quantitative perspective on RQ1, (b) identifying maximum variation among SNS use and SNS 
relatedness for the selection of interviewees, and (c) guiding the researcher’s inquiries during 
participant interviews. Specifically, frequencies and means were derived from SPSS, describing 
the sample’s attitude toward, use of, and familiarity with SNSs for both personal and course 
purposes. Also, Pearson’s r was computed in SPSS to evaluate the relationship between student 
reports of reliance on SNSs and comfortability disclosing personal information. Open-ended 
survey items were managed in Excel and incorporated into participant interviews and T2 survey 
through use of in-vivo coding (Saldaña, 2016). This allowed the researcher to maintain authentic 
representation of student experiences across interviews and item presentation in T2 survey. 
Interviewee responses on T1 survey items facilitated the qualitative exploration of how social 
experiences (e.g., the sense of belonging across contexts; feelings of alienation in the classroom; 
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developing friendships in the classroom; connecting with school peers on SNSs) manifest as 
related to attitudes for and use of SNSs both on the personal plane and for course purposes.  
Interview analyses.  The 810 minutes of interview data were analyzed to address 
Research Question 1, inform instrument selection for the T2 survey, and revise other T2 survey 
items. Specifically, the researcher followed a series of steps illustrated by and described in 
Creswell’s (2007; 2013) data analysis spiral (see Figure 5). Non-linear by design, the 
researcher’s steps are described below beginning with the spiral’s center.  
 
Figure 5  
Creswell’s Data Analysis Spiral (Adapted) 
 
A mix of deductive and inductive coding in MAXQDA led the coding process. First, the 
researcher coded for topic identification throughout each interview. These identified units served 
as categories in the initial phase of coding (Creswell, 2007; 2013)—units that describe and 
classify the data. The majority of topic codes corresponded with interview questions (e.g., 
Participation in Course SNS; Drawbacks of Course SNS; The way I use personal SNSs; 
Classroom belonging), which helped to classify the interview data (see Figure 5). Other topic 
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codes emerged from participants (e.g., Generational differences, Living in the moment). The 
topics identified by interview questions largely served as parent codes, with participants’ shared 
experiences treated as sub-codes appropriately thereunder. In-vivo coding was also utilized 
during this first pass of analysis, coding student experiences with use of their own words (e.g., 
You finally see who they are; More touch points). Most in-vivo codes were applied under a 
parent code for pre-established interview topics. For example, the in-vivo code “Won’t go out of 
my way” was a sub-code under “Participation in Course SNS”, and was coded alongside other 
sub-codes that emerged as descriptions of Course SNS participation (e.g., Course set-up; Extra 
credit). Few in-vivo codes were parent codes of their own (e.g., Family; Living in the moment). 
Drawing on the multiple strategies described is referred to as eclectic coding (Saldaña, 2016), 
and was carried out as the researcher saw it best for organizing and understanding the data. 
Reading over transcripts before each interview was coded also provided the researcher a holistic 
sense of each participant, which lent direction to the coding process for each interviewee.   
The next phase of coding reflects the data spiral’s management aspect. This step involved 
the collapsing of codes created during the initial pass. Codes similar in thought were collapsed 
under a single code that reflected the broader idea. For example, the code “Retweet” was created 
during the initial analysis in addition to a pre-existing code “Reciprocal following/Comment 
replies”. “Retweet” was coded anew during the initial pass not knowing if it would be a 
significant phenomenon or not. Examination of the codebook revealed two instances for each of 
these codes, so both were collapsed into a new code, “Reciprocation”, which also merged 
instances of the code “Assigning and Receiving ‘Likes’”. At this time, data were also organized 
into Excel files based on category (e.g., Participation in Course SNS). Codes relevant to the 
category were listed on the Excel sheet alongside researcher notes on excerpts related. This 
 110 
enabled the principal investigator to analyze the data in manageable chunks, allowing big picture 
insight to develop from the contextualization of coded excerpts by category. 
The researcher could then extract larger themes as a result of the data deconstruction 
described. Thematic findings allowed the researcher to answer RQ1 by illuminating the 
relationship between the personal SNS context and the course-assigned SNS context. Arriving at 
themes however first required researcher interpretation of how phenomena relate. This involved 
looking for commonalities shared amongst participants, which was facilitated with the use of 
memoing. Memos were recorded during initial coding and management phases. Memos recorded 
the researcher’s thoughts of the coding progression, identified value labels (value, attitude, 
beliefs) in the event that values coding would be useful (see Saldaña, 2016), and observed 
interesting student stories. Thematic memos (Marshall & Rossman, 2011) noted how inductive 
codes shared meaning across participants. These were particularly helpful for the collapsing of 
codes to organize the data. Theoretical memos aided in unpacking the meaning of the data in 
terms of the study’s research questions altogether, drawing specifically on the relationships 
observed among the constructs under study (see Marshall & Rossman, 2011). To inform the 
build of T2 survey, it was the coding of interviews that was instrumental in particular—
combined with findings and correlational analyses from the T1 survey. Interview codes were a 
way to identify the most purposeful variables to be measured in T2, and the most relevant 
experiences to draw on (see Appendix C and D). 
Time 2 survey.  Whereas RQ1 is understood with the use of interviews and both 
qualitative and quantitative data from T1 survey, the remaining research questions guiding the 
present study are addressed primarily through the quantitative findings of T2 survey. Results lead 
back to inform on RQ1 however with the integration question; but first, hierarchical multiple 
regression analysis was performed in SPSS to examine the following research questions: 
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RQ2: Does perceived belonging in the personal SNS context predict participation in the 
course-assigned SNS context?  
 
RQ3: Does perceived belonging in the personal SNS context predict perceived 
belonging in the course-assigned SNS context?  
 
RQ4: Does perceived belonging in the course-assigned SNS context predict student 
engagement in the course?  
 
Path modeling was used within a multiple regression framework to answer the integration 
question, “How does the personal SNS context facilitate student engagement when SNSs are 
integrated into the course curriculum?” To be revealed in Chapter 4, the path analysis identified 
both direct and indirect relationships between variables in the hypothesized model (see Figure 6).   
 
Figure 6 
The Hypothesized Model 
  
 
Note. The hypothesized model for the current study’s motivational exploration of student 
engagement in a course as influenced by perceived belonging across contexts (i.e., the personal 




It was of particular interest how sense of belonging in the personal SNS context 
contributes to student engagement, and how that relationship is mediated through (1) the 
relationship that perceived belonging in the SNSpersonal has with both participation in the 
SNScourse-based, and perceived belonging in the SNScourse-based, as well as (2) the unique and 
interacting effects of those constructs on student engagement. Findings from these analyses were 
then compared with interview findings related to the same model parameters. A summary of 
information regarding the analytic strategy for the integration of qualitative and quantitative 
strands will be discussed in the summary below. 
Summary: Data integration. Integration of data first occurred with the T1 survey.  Both 
qualitative and quantitative methods were used to understand and describe T1 sample 
characteristics, but also served to tailor interview sessions with selected participants.  Integration 
continued as interview analyses and T1 survey data informed the development of the T2 survey. 
Thematic analysis of interviews addressed RQ1 and was later reincorporated to expound on T2 
survey analyses. The integration research question takes into account how qualitative and 
quantitative data address this inquiry both separately and collectively, using a narrative 
approach (DeCuir-Gunby & Schutz, 2017).  
Reliability/Credibility 
All research should adhere to a set of standards for rigor that contribute to a study’s 
reliability and validity (McCrudden et al., 2019).  One of the means by which to ensure that 
statistical findings hold veracity to the purpose set out by the researcher are tests for reliability.  
The current study investigator examined the internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) of student 
scores on instruments (see Table 12). Specifically, the alpha level identifies how consistent a 
student scores across like-items—as averaged across students—ultimately reflecting the 




Reliability of Study Instruments 
 





Time 1 survey  .91 
Time 2 survey  .87 
MOCA: OSD .92 
MOCA: Enjoyment .92 
  
FSC (personal SNS context) 
Time 1 survey  .87 
Time 2 survey  .93 
FSC -Course SNS (peers) .92 
FSC -Course SNS (instructor) .88 
FSC -Course SNS (general) .92 
Student Engagement .88 
 
reliability for qualitative data is equally important. For qualitative reliability (i.e., credibility or 
dependability), a researcher must convey believability of findings without the use of numeric 
data that undergo statistical analyses. The principal investigator of the current study broaches this 
challenge in several ways.   
At the design level, this study uses triangulation of methods to both inform subsequent 
study procedures and embed findings into subsequent procedures. This enhances the likelihood 
that a final integration of findings across strands are intrinsically related and warrant an 
integrated perspective on the larger inquiry. These study features align with the “reasons for 
mixing methods”: (a) Triangulation, to seek convergence or corroboration amongst the strands;  
(b) Complementarity, to seek elaboration or clarification between strands; and (c) Development, 
to use the results from one strand to develop the other (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; see Table 13). 






Reasons for Mixing Methods in the Current Study 
 
 
Reason for Mixing Methods Purpose Description 
 
Triangulation To seek convergence, corroboration, and correspondence of 




To seek elaboration, enhancement, illustration, and clarification 
of the results from one method with the results from the other 
method. 
 
Development To use the results from one method to help develop or inform the 
other method, where development is broadly construed to include 
sampling and implementation, as well as measurement decisions. 
 
Note. Partial reproduction from “Two Typologies of Reasons for Mixing Methods,” found in J. 
W. Creswell & V. L. Plano Clark, 2011, Designing and Conducting Mixed Methods Research 
(2nd Ed), p. 62. Copyright 2011 by SAGE Publications, Inc. 
 
For additional credibility, a codebook was kept and annotated with researcher thoughts.  
The codebook was shared with a peer debriefer who conferred on the process of data analysis 
and theme derivation (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). Lastly, member checks were conducted 
during interview sessions to ensure participant meanings were correctly interpreted. Time 
constraints however prevented the researcher from subsequent member checking. 
Validity/Trustworthiness 
Validity describes the capacity in which a study measures what the researcher is 
claiming. For this reason, only validated instruments with strong alpha levels above .8 were 
included. Construct validity was further supported in T1 administration of the FSC which yielded 
measurements of belonging within the personal SNS context that were confirmed by 
interviewees (i.e., participants who scored high on the instrument confirmed feeling a high sense 
of belonging within personal SNSs). With multiple indicators of this instrument’s validity, and 
qualitative analysis prior to T2 survey launch identifying the need to measure belonging across 
social partners in the Course SNS, the principal investigator elected to adapt this same 
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instrument for the Course SNS context (belonging with peers, with instructor, with classroom 
social partners unspecified). Uncertain of differentiation in student belonging among these 
Course SNS contexts, the researcher conducted validity testing and factor analysis to determine 
scale psychometric properties. Course SNS contexts cleanly factored into three distinct scales, 
with highest intercorrelations of items occurring within scales (see Table 14). Confirmatory 
factor analysis with use of a different sample is needed to further validate the scale, but 
acceptable psychometrics were found in this sample (see Instruments section).  
 
Table 14 
FSC Measure of Belonging in the Course SNS Context: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Factored 
Item 




























































































































































































































































































The process of establishing validity of qualitative data is more nuanced than the 
production of a statistic(s).  In qualitative research, validity is referred to as trustworthiness, and 
the principal investigator of the current study demonstrates trustworthiness in several ways. 
Coding of the qualitative aspects in the T1 survey using in-vivo coding prevents the researcher 
from inserting her own opinion of student open-responses, as participant words were maintained 
verbatim (Saldaña, 2016).  For example, the abundance of written responses that identified 
“memes” as a personal appeal for using SNSs was not generically distilled as “SNS content”. 
Instead, memes were an appeal option built into the T2 survey. This maintains the emic 
perspective and carries the participant voice through to the T2 survey, thus allowing for final 
interpretations to include authentic participant representation. Furthermore, the interview 
protocol was thoroughly mapped onto the research questions and underwent peer review and 
refinement. The time and effort dedicated illustrate the researcher’s commitment to unbiased 
feedback with intention to develop a quality research tool. Similarly, the inclusion of a peer 
debriefer for both the procedural plan of interview analysis and actual interview coding 
demonstrate efforts to accurately portray student experiences.   
By design, the researcher has attempted to leverage the strengths of each strand to offset 
the limitations inherent in its alternate. This results in analyses that are confirmable, those that 
lend to increasing objectivity (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006). To the extent that findings can 
be generalizable, the findings of this study may or may not be transferable to a similar student 
population. The targeted phenomenon needs further exploration, but the researcher’s decision to 
investigate multiple SNSs in a single study was one attempt to enhance transferability of study 
findings in an ever-evolving world of digital social networking. Taken together, the challenges 
associated with MMR mentioned at the beginning of this chapter—achieving credibility, 
trustworthiness, dependability, transferability, and confirmability—were intentionally considered 
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throughout study design, development and analysis. The following chapter will present the study 
findings, and the final chapter will address study limitations in order to enhance trustworthiness 








 In adherence to a true mixed methods research design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; 
McCrudden et al., 2019), quantitative and qualitative data strands were first analyzed separately 
to answer this study’s guiding research questions. Findings from both strands were then 
integrated to provide a richer understanding of the targeted phenomenon through which 
qualitative and quantitative data are juxtaposed to explain the complexity of the digital social 
arena of interest (SNSs). This chapter is organized accordingly, with the results of each strand 
presented first as a stand-alone analysis. Building on the insight learned from each strand, 
integration is described both where necessitated by design, and as a third results section at the 
end of this chapter. Each section below is organized by study segment sequence and research 
question. A graphic illustration is provided (see Figure 7) to help the reader conceptualize how 
study results are interpreted and presented in sequence. 
 
 
Figure 7  
 





















Study Sequence One 
RQ1: What is the relationship between the personal SNS context and the course 
assigned SNS context? Quantitative data from T1 survey include descriptive statistics in partial 
address of this question. Qualitative data from the T1 survey are also drawn upon to answer this 
question, but in conjunction with the three themes discovered through thematic analysis of 
interviews (Study Sequence Two). 
T1 survey: Quantitative findings. Participant scores on the OSD represent student 
comfortability disclosing personal information online in relation to sharing personal details face-
to-face. Participant scores did not indicate an increased comfortability nor discomfort within the 
online space compared to face-to-face interactions (M = 3.74; SD = 1.46). However, because the 
T1 survey was administered in the first few weeks of the semester, the items were specific to 
personal use of SNSs as compared to general face-to-face social interactions. Consequently, 
speculation about the comfort levels related to classroom spaces (i.e., physical and SNS-based; 
RQ1) cannot be directly inferred.  
Indicators of belonging across contexts (physical classroom and personal SNS space) 
suggest belonging may be a construct easier to perceive within the digital SNS space (personal) 
than within the physical classroom. The FSC measured belonging in the personal SNS space and 
revealed moderately positive scores for the 63 students who used SNSs for personal use (M = 
4.42; SD = 0.74, Skewness = -.516, Kurtosis = .401), indicating that student responses were 
more in agreement with the instrument items than in disagreement (i.e., students reported more 
of a sense of belonging in the personal SNS context than lack thereof). However, student 
responses on the plausibility of classroom belonging and on previous sense of classroom 
belonging were less clear. Only 47 of 65 participants reported previously having experienced 
belonging in a university classroom, indicating that almost 28% of students in the sample have 
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never felt a sense of belonging in the university classroom. Moreover, eight of 65 participants 
(12%) did not feel it was possible to develop a sense of belonging within the classroom.  
Further assessment of student disposition in the classroom space revealed three of 65 
students as “always feeling alienated” in the university classroom. When asked about the ease of 
making friends in university courses, seven students reported this to be difficult; 23 students 
reported this to be easy; and 29 students rated it “somewhere between difficult and easy”. Five 
reported not being interested in making friends in university courses, and one student was new to 
college so could not comment. Measurement of student dependability on SNSs in the personal 
context revealed neither reliant nor unreliant dispositions (M = 4.03; SD = 1.62) for this sample. 
Study Sequence Two 
 T1 Survey: Qualitative findings. Participants were given the option to submit comments 
and write free responses when item choices were not reflective of their feelings. In addition to 
the open-ended responses previously displayed in Table 3 (see Chapter 3), the student responses 
provided below were considered in address of RQ1 (and in making meaning of the broader 
integration question). For example, participants were asked to identify the potential affordances a 
Course SNS might offer them. Two participants offered commentary: 
1. I think it's fun that the professors are trying to stay current which makes me more 
engaged in the class. 
2. It’s a way to get information on course work. 
 
To understand more about classroom belonging in supplement to the T1 quantitative data, 
participants had the following to say: 
1. Academic work is academic work, I do not mix personal feelings in professional or 
academic life. 
2. It all depends on the course and the instructor. Being connected to a course like 
<instructor’s name> simply breeds a better environment for learning along with 
making friends. 
3. Belonging in the class is difficult. 
4. I understand the material, but outspoken people tend to guide the situation in their own 
way, so I feel like I belong there but I don’t because I'm not as outspoken. 
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5. I think classroom belonging is a connection with the teacher as well as with the subject 
and students engaged in the class. 
6. A sense of classroom belonging has more to do with the instructor. 
7. <This instructor’s> classes typically have labs, leading to a bonding experience, as 
well as progressing with several of the same peers throughout your classes. 
 
When feedback was solicited for items measuring sense of belonging in the personal context of 
SNS use, participants supplied the following comments (see Appendix G for all comments): 
1. My personal network does not rely on SNSs to stay strong or active. It merely 
supplements relationships when necessary. 
2. Not the same as talking to directly. 
3. I just feel like people spend too much time on SNS and not enough time with the people 
right in front of them. 
4. Most people care too much about their projected image on SNSs. 
5. The internet is crazy. 
6. I belong to a Facebook group dedicated to a comic that I like and it's great. 
7. I don't understand people that feel the need to post every fleeting thought that goes 
through their minds or every fight, or situation they are going through to the public. 
8. I do not use SNSs in this matter, meaning I am not dependent on them for connecting 
with people. 
 
All qualitative data in the T1 survey contributed to the analysis of RQ1 (and overall study 
findings). Survey comments suggest that most students value interactions with social partners 
across contexts (physical and digital), but that in-person dynamics take precedence over 
connectedness that might occur in digital spaces. Although the T1 survey was administered in 
the first few weeks of the semester when students had little exposure to the course integration of 
SNSs, survey responses allude to this sample’s conceptualization of belonging (i.e., in physical 
and digital spaces) as the interconnected actions and perceptions of both self and others. The 
ideas shared in this survey expound on T1 quantitative data, and support the themes that emerged 
from participant interviews. Accordingly, full discussion of these results in address to RQ1 takes 
place in the integration section of this chapter. Since the timing of T1 survey predates 
measurable exposure to the Course SNS, T1 data (quantitative and qualitative) need to be 
contextualized with interview data in order to properly address RQ1. 
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 Interviews: Thematic analysis. Participant interviews suggest that one’s degree of 
belonging within the personal plane of SNSs may not cleanly transfer to participation in or 
belonging within Course SNSs. The appeal discussed for using SNSs for personal use (see 
Appendix H) is distinctly different from instructor purposes to integrate Course SNS (e.g., to 
foster student engagement). Related, the appeal to personal SNS contexts does not cleanly 
predict a user’s degree of belonging within that context (i.e., given interview data). In effect, the 
personal SNS context may have varying degrees of influence on a student’s participation in, or 
sense of belonging within Course SNSs depending on both person and classroom factors. Three 
themes emerged from interview data that contextualize the nuanced relationship observed 
between contexts. 
Theme 1: Course SNSs can be a way to extend opportunities for learning. Participants 
discussed Course SNSs as a potential way to increase opportunities for learning to occur. 
Integration of the SNS was widely perceived by students in this sample to reinforce student 
access to classroom peers. Nearly all participants mentioned a benefit of Course SNSs that 
suggested a sense of increased peer visibility:  
PARTICIPANT 301: ...for this class, it was optional, and it was just to help us with some 
bonus points or coupons where you get for like tests and things like that… you know if 
you need help with somebody in the class…Basically the way it's used for this class if 
you know, you need help. You do homework and you're kind of stuck on it <the 
homework>. It's easier to just post a question in there and get somebody to explain. 
 
PARTICIPANT 508: We do have like the profile pictures. So it's kind of more like 
interacting with like a real person rather than just like a name on Canvas. 
 
PARTICIPANT 103: Right now I'm in a class that's requiring to use Facebook. So on 
there our teacher it's a big group and it just helps communicate. He will post things on 
there about like what to expect in class. And then we're also able to use that for the 
students use only to stay connected and to remind people, Hey, like I got these notes from 
the lecture. Do you want to compare them to this? Or Hey, I like, I made these flashcards 
on, on whatever website or whatever, go take a look at them if you want to study for the 
exam. And again, our teacher just posts updates and it's more there for the students to 
help each other learn more rather than putting all like 200, 300 students on the professor, 
you know, it's there for like all the students be able to help each other and things like that. 
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In line with this, many participants highlighted the presence of profile pictures on SNSs as a way 
to connect students names with faces and the content posted:  
INTERVIEWER: So how do you think that having a SNS for the course translates 
relationally speaking? For example, do you think you might be more or less apt to 
connect with peers in the classroom? 
PARTICIPANT 404: I feel like I might be a little bit more likely just because I see their 
name and if there's a profile picture, I see their face and we have technically been talking 
because we've had to do this assignment, so probably more <more likely to connect with 
peers in the classroom as a result of SNS interaction>. 
 
For some, this aided in the likelihood to reach out face to face:  
PARTICIPANT 407: And there was this one comment that this girl replied like, Oh, 
we've been agreeing on a lot of information, like we focus on a lot of the same things. So 
it's like, I guess you can like get to know her better too. In class I can be like, Oh, like 
you're the one who we like talk about a lot of the same things. 
 
PARTICIPANT 603: Although I don't really like talking to people in classes, I feel that 
the social networking sites make me communicate with them about questions or just 
make comments of something that they might've said in class. So it makes more of 
connecting a bond. So when it comes to studying for an exam when I need to see if they 
have an answer to a specific study question, it would be easier to walk up to them and ask 
them since I already made the connection. 
 
Some of these students talked about this access to peers as a way to get to know others in the 
class by seeing what their everyday lives are like (e.g., “I see more of what they do on a daily 
basis. And I found out that they're not that different from me, so I'm more willing to go talk to 
them”). Other students, particularly the ones who had no interest in classroom peers, did not feel 
any more connected despite the acknowledged social nature of the platform: 
PARTICIPANT 304: This is the first class I've had the Facebook group and it's more 
professional questions like ‘I don't know how to do this’, or ‘here's some quizzes that you 
guys can practice’; and it's like, I don't know them personally. If I went to class, I 
probably wouldn't recognize who it was that I was talking to, even though I saw their 
little profile picture. So I wouldn't really connect to any of them. 
 
PARTICIPANT 507: It's a little bit less formal than using something like WebCampus. 
So it might be more of a comfort thing at certain points, even though I'm not necessarily 
feeling like I'm connecting. I don't feel like it's that plain school setup …It's something 
I've posted on before <Facebook>. And, um, in that setting <on the Course SNS> it may 
create less of a barrier on how I write when I post. When I know it's something set up on 
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campus, it has that white background, I think the red and black writing on it that says 
UNLV at the top. On Facebook it says my name, it's my picture and I know that I am 
writing and there's a picture to the other people's names, so if I need to click on it, I can 
click on it at any point and be like, okay, this is who it is. I want to say something to them 
in class about something they wrote that I don't necessarily want to post on Facebook.” 
 
PARTICIPANT 802: I'm always in the back corner alone and I purposely stay quiet. I 
don't know if it is because of my anxiety, getting overwhelmed at the thought of just 
interacting and saying the right things or like how I may be perceived to that person, 
which I know is a big thing for me… I think in my head, the reason I don't really care for 
that sense of belonging in a classroom is because I'm just there to get what I need to get 
done and then move on. 
 
The overall feel however, across participants, is that “the option is there”, something distinctly 
observed from that experienced when courses use learning management systems: 
PARTICIPANT 508: since it is a social networking site, like you're not going to have as 
much of a filter about your opinion on things. Like in class you wouldn't like put out your 
opinion about something that like could potentially be pretty controversial. But on social 
media, like you kind of have more confidence to do that… You are more like open about 
your opinion, so people that are afraid to talk to people in class can do that on those 
social networking sites. There's more like available options for everyone. 
 
PARTICIPANT 203: I like how the Facebook thing that he has, I like how I can ask a 
question anytime I want to. Cause I have a lot of questions at times and I don't want to 
keep emailing a professor like I don't understand this cause then it looks like I'm not 
paying attention. And that was a problem I've had in other classes, but with this one I 
could just, everyone has a question so it's okay. 
 
The use of Course SNSs thus extends opportunities to learn through student perceptions of 
increased peer (or instructor) accessibility “if they need it”. 
The opportunity to learn with integration of Course SNSs is also bolstered by the 
informality of the platform. Participants discussed this in a few ways. One, in comparison to e-
mail communication, the informality of the SNS made students feel more comfortable reaching 
out to the instructor for help. Related, some participants felt that instructors were either more 
accessible or more responsive to student needs with use of a Course SNS. Additionally of 
benefit, the platform’s informality assuaged the pressures related to school. Several students 
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noted feeling less scrutinized in the SNS space regarding academic language, grammar, or other 
academic vulnerability when communicating with peers.  
PARTICIPANT 508: The way you're like typing too can be different because when you 
type on social media, like you're not concerned with like having a perfect sentence or like 
having a spelling error. 
 
PARTICIPANT 103: Obviously like you get more because students are asking more 
questions and so you get more questions and more practice if you will, if you are 
constantly looking at it trying to help figure things out.  
…It definitely helps with problem solving, too…cause you don't always, you don't just 
see what you have to say. You see what other people have to say. Like how to solve this 
problem. Like, ‘Oh, I wouldn't have thought to do it that way or start there.’ 
 
PARTICIPANT 504: I like to type instead of speaking. It's easier because some people 
don't understand what I'm saying because of my accent… It's easier to communicate on 
SNSs, period. 
 
This abatement of pressure for one student extended to the reduction in stress related to course 
grades. For her, signing into a learning management system (LMS) to complete discussion tasks 
is stressful because course grades are housed within the system:  
PARTICIPANT 504: If I see a notification from Canvas, I don't want to go on and check 
it because then I'm gonna see my grades. If I get a Facebook notification, it's far removed 
from that pressure so I am going to check what people said.  
 
Taken together, the informality of the SNS platform is discussed by participants as affording 
them increased comfortability to communicate with classroom social partners in a way that 
extends their opportunity for learning. 
Participants also convey an enhanced opportunity to learn when Course SNSs are 
integrated as many students admit reading more student posts through this platform in 
comparison to discussions read in a LMS discussion board. Similar to this increased exposure to 
course material, participants in the Accounting class viewed student posts in the SNS as 
resources. By design, the SNS space for this course was set up to encourage peer collaboration 
with extra credit available to students posting high quality content. Unique to these courses only, 
participants did acknowledge other student posts of study tips, reminders, strategies and study 
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group information as helpful resources to aid in their learning and studying. These particulars of 
the Course SNS were contextualized by participants as features that extended the opportunity to 
learn. Other ideas shared among participants were similarly centered on the learning potential, as 
disclosed specifically below. 
Theme 2: Course SNS integration needs to be distinct from activity which is 
commonplace on a learning management system. In the event that the integration of Course 
SNS is not distinct from traditional activity experienced with LMSs, it may have little impact on 
student participation and student engagement. Threaded throughout interviews was the need for 
the value of Course SNS to be made explicitly clear. Students who had previous exposure to 
Course SNSs described different means of implementation experienced in the past, but they were 
clear to not have attached any value to such course designs:  
PARTICIPANT 803: In some cases I was like, what? Because we would have to go to 
like Facebook for one class and like download PowerPoints, which I thought was like, 
seriously, like, yeah, it's pointless. So in that case I was like, why? 
 
PARTICIPANT 505: it just feels different—the course SNS—it just feels like you're put 
into this group of people and you just have to make conversation with them, but it's not 
meaningful. 
 
PARTICIPANT 601: Typically like any class that I've had to post for on social media, 
your assignment was to make a post and then that was like your grade. So it really was 
just like you read an article and then you'd be like airing your thoughts on Twitter as 
opposed to like a Canvas discussion board, which kind of makes a lot more sense. And so 
you'd like share your thoughts on Twitter and like sometimes you'd have to like have a 
whole thread and you'd just have to hashtag like whatever the class was. And that's kind 
of like from what I've seen other friends do when they've had to post on social media, it’s 
very similar. Like I have a friend in Journalism, and she would have to like link her 
articles that she was writing for class to her Twitter, which she was always like ‘I wish I 
just could not do that.’ Like, I dunno, it's like different, like school's like your 
professional kind of space as opposed to your personal Twitter or whatever. I mean, 
maybe like on Facebook it's more professional. You're not like as, I don't know, it's kind 
of a more professional space. It's not like a LinkedIn, but it's still kind of a professional 
image of yourself. And so maybe on there it'd be more appropriate. But on Twitter I feel 
like it was always really out of place. 
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Whether students are personal users or not of SNSs, the purpose of using SNSs for course 
purposes needs to be intentional. Without knowledge of its value or purpose, students see it one 
of two ways: a convenience, with caveats associated; or a bother. When Course SNSs are 
integrated solely as a substituted space for LMS discussion boards, the only benefit that it offers 
for the learning experience is platform convenience. The convenience factor however is for 
platform access only: 
PARTICIPANT 505: I would always just check social media whenever. And then when I 
had the course SNS, I would just check it too because why not, I'm already on there.  
 
PARTICIPANT 605: At least with like me, I check these things constantly so like I 
would like have access to my class constantly…I check it often, but I don’t 
participate…but if it were on Canvas, I wouldn’t check it…I don’t use it <Canvas> for 
multiple purposes. 
 
PARTICIPANT 103: To me was convenient because I already have social networking 
sites. Well I have a Facebook, Twitter, Snapchat, Instagram, all the main big platforms 
obviously. And so to me it was convenient and a lot of other students already have social 
media platforms as well. And so for us to sign up, it's, it's easy and it's not like something 
going out of our way or out of our comfort zone per se. 
 
PARTICIPANT 203: I don't like looking <on Canvas> like cause I have had a lot of 
classes that use Canvas discussion and it's just, I don't want to keep having to click the 
tabs and having to go in there. I would prefer the social media route. 
INTERVIEWER: Okay. But you still have to check it. 
PARTICIPANT 203:  Yeah. But it's less of a hassle. 
 
PARTICIPANT 303: And since I'm already on Facebook, it's easier to see what people 
are posting in my class rather than like if it was another app that I had to like go to and 
check deliberately just to see what my class was posting….it's really convenient. 
 
This convenience factor does not translate into increased student engagement or active 
participation. In fact, it can diminish the effort for, or quality of participation on the site because 
of its association as an informal space: 
PARTICIPANT 508: If it is on your phone, I feel like the sense of efficiency or like 
convenience can like get a hold of you. So like you're not putting a great or the greatest 
effort forth for the class. Because everything is on Facebook, it's going to be kind of like, 
‘Oh, it's just on Facebook, like whatever I'm just going to do this cool post really quick 
and it's going to be over with.’ That can then transfer over to in the class like, ‘Oh, I don't 
really have to pay attention <because> everything is just on Facebook, like it's fine.’  
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PARTICIPANT 801: I would be more willing to participate on Canvas or like the sites 
that are already provided for us. 
 
PARTICIPANT 601: If I got like extra credit, I’d be more willing to do it. If it was just 
like standard grading, I’d be annoyed to post on my social media…We have Canvas, 
which is a SNS of its own. We could easily do discussions on there and express my 
thoughts on there. 
 
Alternatively, when the value or purpose of Course SNS integration is not explicitly 
stated, students perceive it as a bother. Many participants voiced concerns over privacy issues, 
which largely reflect the origin of this reaction. Privacy concerns manifest as either: (a) not 
wanting to “put <their> information out there” for solicitation or identity hacking; (b) not 
wanting friends or family to be notified that they are now users on the SNS platform; (c) not 
wanting personal feeds to be influenced by activity on the Course SNS; or (d) not wanting social 
partners in the user’s personal SNS context to see his/her/their posts for the class.   
PARTICIPANT 301: Even Facebook you used to be able to make an account with like a 
fake name and pictures and everything, but now they take a few days to verify them and 
that kind of thing. And like, yeah, I don't want them to sell my information. So I don't 
want to give that out again. 
 
PARTICIPANT 508: I was concerned if it was going to be like private or like, ‘Oh, my 
family is going to see what I’m like talk talking about and they’d be like what is this?’ 
…The site’s pretty private though, so I’m not like worried about it like popping up on 
like something that I’m like actually sharing.  
 
PARTICIPANT 507: I thought it was interesting because no one on my social media can 
see. At the beginning of the semester our professor had us go through Facebook and turn 
on all security settings. So not a lot of people can see things, obviously at our own 
discretion. We can do it however way we want. So I turned everything super private. 
 
 
Most participants discussed the tension of Course SNSs as both a convenience and nuisance, but 
participants who self-identified as introverts were less likely to view it as a nuisance. Across 
participants however, the value and purpose of using SNSs for the course needs to be clearly 
expressed if the instructor wants to incite student interest and participation. When Course SNSs 
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serve no utility apart from what a LMS can offer, student engagement in the course is unlikely to 
improve.  
PARTICIPANT 403: I feel like we should be using Canvas or whatever academic 
platforms we have available with us, although Facebook does work more seamlessly than 
canvas, but it just seems like, I dunno, it's kinda cheapened. I'm paying $1,000 for a class 
and now we're on Facebook. 
 
PARTICIPANT 407: well I do lurk, like I look at the comments but I don't participate in 
the comments most of the time, but like if something like is presented to me in the course 
SNS, uh the videos that we are assigned, like I'll be watching them and I'll obviously 
think a lot more. But I think I tend to do like the minimum. 
 
PARTICIPANT 603: My class in California when I took my class there, I saw the value 
for it because the only people that were connected with it were other experts in human 
sexuality. So we had direct lines of communication with experts across the world. And 
then they were publishing their research and showing us different data points that they 
have found in their current research that we were able to assess and help them with…I 
felt more connected in speaking to them so it was easier to look into content… 
Blackboard and Canvas don’t really allow for outside resources outside of the university 
faculty and staff that have been assigned to it. 
 
Theme 3: The relevance of SNSs to modern life is appealing within reason. As a course 
topic (e.g., how SNSs are utilized to market brands and the influence related), students report 
that its relevance to modern life generates interest and course engagement. Importantly however, 
this was only applicable to the face-to-face aspect of the course. The relevance factor did not 
translate into Course SNS use on students’ own time (i.e., students did not post for the course). 
Instead, participants from these classes discussed the value in learning about the course subject 
matter through the lens of current social landscapes. The timeliness of social media was 
something these participants could relate to, which they described as the foundation for their 
interest. In example of the finding that relevance in a classroom engenders interest, one student 
compared her learning experience in this setting to previous courses: 
PARTICIPANT 801: This is going to be a little bit more easier and more comfortable to 
talk about with my peers than like talking about an article from 10 years ago, or 
something repetitive that we learned in class, like Malcolm X's story and things like that. 
Like students tend to get tired of hearing the same thing. So it's just like okay, can we do 
something new that's, you know, something really big right now is like, you know, social 
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networking sites and I think we all have like an opinion on it and we can all talk about it. 
And so I think that it being introduced to the course is like a good thing, it keeps the 
students interested to learn more and more.  
INTERVIEWER: So you feel like it's relevant? 
PARTICIPANT 801: Yeah it is relevant because just with the way that we're going now, 
social networking is not going away. It's just going to get bigger. So we have to talk 
about it and we have to accept it for what it is.  
 
In part, participation in course discussions was a result of relevance. Of commensurate influence 
however was instructor support. Each of the participants from these courses attributed their 
interest and participation in the course to the warmth of the instructor and her pedagogical 
approach just as much as they expressed value for the relevance built in:  
PARTICIPANT 803: At least within the class where we do like integrate it, it kind of 
seems like we're all like really into the idea of like social media and using it and seeing 
how like interacts with people. So I think that is where the belonging would come in and 
kind of come out. 
 
Despite sharing a common frame of reference with peers in the course, the act of posting to SNSs 
for the course was not observed by students in these courses apart from the required SNS-based 
project at semester’s end. Also, connecting to other students in the course on SNSs did not 
appear to be likely at the time of interviews. Classroom discussions were rich, but sense of 
belonging with classroom peers was not enhanced based on the participants interviewed from 
these courses. Perceived belonging was discussed however with regards to the instructor, but 
participants made it clear this was unrelated to the implementation of the Course SNS. 
INTERVIEWER: Do you think that the potential to develop a sense of belonging across 
the two different class formats (face-to-face with SNSs, face-to-face without SNSs) 
would be different? 
PARTICIPANT 601: This is a tricky question cause I don’t know what the professor’s 
like or how strongly I would be willing to participant in an online social networking part 
of the class…it depends on the teacher and like how badly I would be willing to ruin my 
hilarious Twitter content with a post about school. 
 
PARTICIPANT 304: I just feel like it doesn't make too big of a difference to have the 
site, I think it's <belonging> is more focused on the class itself. So I think even without a 
social site, like I can have this giant auditorium that I'm in with 200 students and it has a 
Facebook group and I feel no connection to anyone. And then I have a 20 person class 
with no Facebook and no nothing online, and I feel more connected to the students. 
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INTERVIEWER: Okay. So it really comes down to class size for you? 
PARTICIPANT 304: Yeah. And just the level of communication (interaction). I feel like 
it's more personal when it's the teacher and just a smaller group. 
 
 Thematic analysis: Application to RQ1. In aim to understand the relationship between 
the personal SNS context and the course-assigned SNS context, thematic analysis of interviews 
suggest that sense of belonging in the personal use of SNSs is not a reliable predictor for student 
dispositions toward the use of Course SNSs. Some of the high-belonging participants (i.e., high 
belonging within the personal use of SNSs) were firmly opposed to the integration of SNSs for 
courses, not caring to mix personal digital spaces with academic work. Other high belonging 
participants were open, appreciating its practicality and convenience. Students with low levels of 
belonging in the personal SNS context revealed mixed findings, as well. Some of these students 
welcomed Course SNSs for its incorporation of personable elements (e.g., broad access, profile 
pictures, help-seeking made visible). Other students with low sense of belonging in the personal 
SNS context however either did not have personal SNS accounts and thus did not want to create 
an account to have to check; or were focused on preferences for face-to-face interactions with 
classroom social partners in contrast to entertaining the benefits of Course SNS.  
 Students of all selected criteria (high/low belonging; high/low SNS user; unique cases) 
reveal similar reasons for either their attractions to or aversions toward personal SNSs, which 
uniquely explain the disposition for and participation in Course SNS for each individual student. 
The strongest indicator of participation in Course SNS seem to be factors directly related to the 
Course SNS itself: Is there a clear purpose for using a SNS over a LMS? How are other students 
using the site in the class? Is it private? What is the incentive to participate? Related, other 
general classroom dynamics are also important in a student’s inclination to participate in Course 
SNS and his/her/their likelihood to develop a sense of belonging in Course SNS: Is the course set 
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up to allow for face-to-face student interaction? How does the instructor show support for 
student learning?  
Interviews were conducted earlier in the semester during Weeks 5 through 7, and student 
insight on Course SNS integration at that time was still limited for all classes. This will be 
expounded on in Chapter 5, but warrants mention here because the researcher received an 
unsolicited e-mail correspondence from one of the participants in Week 10 (see Appendix I) 
which suggests that increased exposure to the Course SNS over the semester may have 
influenced student dispositions for and participation in the platform differently from what was 
observed earlier. In isolation however, interview analyses yield an individualistic relationship 
between the world of personal SNS and Course SNS that cannot be simplified or generalized. 
Accordingly, the integration section will revisit these analyses alongside findings from all other 
aspects of the study in order to better understand RQ1. 
Study Sequence Three 
 The remaining research questions were assessed through hierarchical multiple regression. 
Descriptive and inferential statistics are provided as relevant to each research question below. 
Results of the larger path model with mediation are presented within the integration question. 
RQ2. Does perceived belonging in the personal SNS context predict participation in 
the course-assigned SNS context? Eighty-two of the 83 survey participants reported being a 
user (in their personal space) of at least one of the SNSs targeted in this study (Twitter, 
Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat). Responses from these 82 participants on a belonging instrument 
for personal use of SNSs (FSC; Grieve et al., 2013) were examined as a predictor for 
participation in the course-based SNS (self-reported average of weekly hours used). The average 
score for self-reported perception of belonging in the personal SNS context was 4.35 (SD = .96, 
Min = 1.50, Max = 6.00, Skewness = -0.46, Kurtosis = 0.10), and the average time participants 
 133 
spent on the Course SNS per week was less than two hours (M = 1.98, SD = 1.59, Min = 0, Max 
= 6.00, Skewness = 1.18, Kurtosis = 0.81). Perceived belonging in the personal SNS context had 
no significant effect on participation in the Course SNS, b = 0.23 (SE = 0.18), b = 0.140, p = 
.214 (see Table 15). In this sample, student sense of belonging in the personal SNS context was not 
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FSC Personal SNSs 0.23 0.18 0.14 1.25 0.214 
 
 
RQ3.  Does perceived belonging in the personal SNS context predict perceived 
belonging in the course-assigned SNS context? Responses of the 82 participants who report 
using SNSs in the personal context were gathered from the belonging instrument for personal-
use of SNSs (FSC), and were examined as a predictor for belonging in the course-based SNS 
(FSC-Revised for course-assigned SNS at the peer level). Perceived belonging in the personal 
SNS context had a positive effect on belonging in the Course SNS (peer level), b = 0.63 (SE = 
0.10), b = 0.56, p < .001 (see Table 16). Higher reports of belonging in the personal SNS context 
tend to correspond with higher reports of belonging with classroom peers in the Course SNS. 
Approximately 31% of variance (R2) in Course SNS sense of belonging (peer level) was 
predicted by sense of belonging in the personal SNS context, indicating a large effect size, F(1,80) 





Regression Analysis: Belonging in Personal SNS Context and Belonging with Peers in Course 
SNS 
 












FSC Personal SNSs .633 .104 .563 6.092 .000 
 
 
Perceived belonging in the personal SNS context had a positive effect on belonging in the 
Course SNS (instructor level), b = .44 (SE = .11), b = .41, p < .001 (see Table 17). Higher 
reports of belonging in the personal SNS context tend to correspond with higher reports of 
belonging with the instructor in the Course SNS. Seventeen percent of variance (R2) in Course 
SNS belonging (instructor level) was predicted by sense of belonging in the personal SNS 




Regression Analysis: Belonging in Personal SNS Context and Belonging with Instructor in 
Course SNS 
 












FSC Personal SNSs .44 .11 .41 4.05 .000 
 
 
Perceived belonging in the personal SNS context had a positive effect on belonging in the 
Course SNS (unspecified social partner), b = .67 (SE = .13), b = .52, p < .001 (see Table 18). 
Higher reports of belonging in the personal SNS context tend to correspond with higher reports 
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of belonging within the Course SNS at the general classroom level. Approximately 27% percent 
of variance (R2) in Course SNS belonging (general classroom level) was predicted by sense of 
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FSC Personal SNSs .67 .13 .52 539 .000 
 
 
RQ4.  Does perceived belonging in the course-assigned SNS context predict student 
engagement in the course? Responses were recorded from all 83 study participants on both the 
instrument for perceived belonging in the course-based SNS (FSC), and the instrument for 
student engagement in the class more broadly (Chi & Skinner, 2010). The average score for self-
reported perception of belonging in the course-based SNS revealed slight variations across the 
context subscales for belonging with classroom peers (M = 4.08, SD = 1.07, Min = 1.20, Max = 
6.00, Skewness = -.37, Kurtosis = -.23), belonging with the instructor (M = 4.42, SD = 1.02, Min 
= 1.17, Max = 6.00, Skewness = -0.71, Kurtosis = 0.34), and belonging within the Course SNS 
broadly speaking (M = 4.71, SD = 1.28, Min = 1.00, Max = 6.00, Skewness = -1.14, Kurtosis = 
0.52). The average self-reports of student engagement were high (M = 4.51, SD = 0.71, Min = 
1.60, Max = 5.00, Skewness = -2.43, Kurtosis = 6.12).  
Perceived belonging in the Course SNS context specific to peers had a small, but 
statistically significant, positive effect on student engagement in the class, b = .15 (SE = .07), b = 





Regression Analysis: Belonging with Peers in Course SNS Context and Class Engagement  
 












FSC Course SNS 
(peers) 
.15 .07 .23 2.11 .038 
 
correlated with higher reports of student engagement in the class, albeit the effects are small. 
Only four percent of variance (R2) in student engagement was predicted by sense of belonging in 
the Course SNS context with peers, indicating a small effect size, F(1,81) = 4.465, p < .05. 
Perceived belonging in the Course SNS context specific to the instructor had a positive 
effect on student engagement in the class, b = .34 (SE = .07), b = .49, p < .001 (see Table 20). 
Higher reports of belonging with the instructor in the Course SNS context tend to correspond 
with higher reports of student engagement in the class. Twenty-four percent of variance (R2) in 
student engagement was predicted by sense of belonging in the Course SNS context with the 
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Perceived belonging in the Course SNS context at the general classroom level (i.e., with 
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General, b = .516, p < .001  
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Peers, b = .204, ns 
Instructor, b = .109, ns 
General, b = .077, ns 
 
b = .030, ns 
 
b = .257, p < .05  
.14 (SE = .06), b = .25, p < .05 (see Table 21). Higher reports of belonging within the Course 
SNS context at the general classroom level are slightly correlated with higher reports of student 
engagement in the class. Approximately 6% of variance (R2) in student engagement was 
predicted by sense of belonging in the Course SNS context broadly perceived, indicating a small 
effect size, F(1,81) = 5.543, p < .05. Figure 8 illustrates the observed paths between all variables in  
the study that reflect the above findings and inform on the steps described below for examining 




Regression Analysis: Belonging in General Course SNS Context and Class Engagement  
 












FSC Course SNS 
(General) 
.14 .06 .25 2.35 .021 
 
 
Figure 8  
 











Integration.  How does the personal SNS context facilitate student engagement when 
SNSs are integrated into the course curriculum? To assess the predictability of belonging in 
the personal SNS context on student engagement in the course, mediational analyses were 
conducted. First, the effect of participation in the Course SNS context on belonging in the 
Course SNS context at the peer level was found not significant, b = .30 (SE = .16), b = .20, p = 
.065. In this sample, participation was not statistically significantly associated with student sense 
of belonging in the Course SNS, F(1,81) = 3.507, p = .065. Similarly, the effect of participation in 
the Course SNS context on belonging in the Course SNS context was not significant at the 
instructor level (p = .329), nor for the unspecified classroom social partner (p = .491); neither 
was there predictability in the opposite direction. Belonging in the Course SNS did not predict 
participation in the Course SNS when belonging was measured with peers, the instructor, or 
unspecified classroom social partners. Because the participation variable also did not regress 
onto the indicator for belonging in the personal SNS context, nor did it predict reports of student 
engagement in the classroom or belonging in the Course SNS context at the peer level, instructor 
level [b = .07 (SE = .07), b = .11, F(1,81) = .965, p = .329], or unspecified social partner level [b = 
.06 (SE = .90), b = .08, F(1,81) = .479, p = .491], it was removed from the mediational analysis 
altogether. Accordingly, the only mediators included in the path model to assess the 
predictability of belonging in the personal SNS context on student engagement in the course 
were the Course SNS belonging measures (peer, instructor, unspecified social partner). 
Path with mediation. Consideration of both belonging in the personal SNS context and 
belonging with peers in the Course SNS context together accounted for approximately eight 
percent of the variance in student engagement (F(2,79) = .3.301, p = .042). Consideration of both 
belonging in the personal SNS context and belonging with the instructor in the Course SNS 
context together accounted for approximately 25% of the variance in student engagement (F(2,79) 
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=  13.18, p < .001). Consideration of both belonging in the personal SNS context and belonging 
broadly in the Course SNS context (i.e., with unspecified social partners) together accounted for 
approximately nine percent of the variance in student engagement (F(2,79) =  3.990, p = .022). 
Sobel’s test of significance was used to further assess the relationship between belonging in the 
personal SNS context and student engagement with the aforementioned mediating variables.  
Belonging in the personal SNS context did not reveal a significant direct effect on student 
engagement when belonging with peers in the Course SNS was included in the model, p = .163, 
nor when belonging with the instructor (p = .562) or belonging generally in the Course SNS (p = 
.207) were included in the model. Figure 9 illustrates that belonging in the personal SNS context 
also failed to reveal any significant indirect effect on student engagement when mediated by 
belonging with peers in the Course SNS (z = .97, SE = 0.06, p = 0.334), nor when mediated by 
belonging in the Course SNS context broadly (z = 1.45, SE = 0.05, p = .148). The indirect effect 
of personal SNS context belonging on student engagement was significant however when mediated 
by belonging with instructor in the Course SNS [z = 2.97 (SE = .05), b = .19, p = .003]. That is, 
belonging in the personal SNS context has a significant, positive effect on student engagement in 
the classroom through the influence of belonging with the instructor in the Course SNS, which is 
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Strand integration. The interview analyses in part support the above statistical findings. 
Specifically, participation in the Course SNS did not pattern differently for students with high 
sense of belonging from those with low sense of belonging. Both person factors (e.g., 
personality, reasons for using and not using personal SNSs) and context factors (e.g., classroom 
dynamics, course setup) are salient driving factors in participant discussions of their willingness 
to participate in Course SNSs. However, where statistical analyses find sense of belonging in the 
personal SNS context to predict participant sense of belonging in Course SNS, interviews 
suggest a nuanced relationship similar to that found with Course SNS participation. The 
likelihood to develop a sense of belonging in the Course SNS was more directly dependent on 
why students identify with SNSs on the personal realm (and why they do not) and factors related 
to class dynamics (e.g., instructor support, peer dispositions) than the degree to which students 
felt a sense of belonging in personal SNSs. The interviewees with high belonging within the 
personal context of SNSs did not reliably report high belonging within the Course SNS; nor did 
interviewees with low belonging in the personal context of SNSs reliably report low belonging 
within the Course SNS.  
Findings from the T1quantitative data can lend insight on the relationships among study 
variables to the extent that the data collected provide information on how students respond to 
questions that assess potentially influential factors (e.g., ease of making friends in university the 
classroom). Student comments in the T1 survey (qualitative data) offer perspective on the T1 
quantitative data, but also contextualize findings from the thematic analysis of interviews. The 
links between quantitative and qualitative data across timepoints are acknowledged below, with 
additional researcher interpretation reserved for the Discussion section in Chapter 5.     
To build a foundation of sample characteristics that aid in understanding the study’s data 
altogether, student dispositional items from T1 survey are discussed first. Quantitative data from 
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the T1 survey indicate that most students are amicable in a class setting, with the majority of the 
sample describing it either easy or “somewhere between difficult and easy” to make friends in 
the university classroom. Five students (8%) reported having no interest in making friends in the 
university classroom. This survey item suggests that the development of friendships in the 
classroom is within reason for university students in this sample, but that not all students are 
interested and will admittedly report such. In theory, having a sense of belonging in the 
classroom is a related construct. With the exception of 8 students, most students in the sample 
(88%) could identify with the concept of classroom belonging; but almost 28% of students 
reported never having felt a sense of belonging in any of their previous university courses. A 
survey item inquiring on feelings of alienation in the university classroom may lend insight on 
which to follow up as related to these statistics. The data collected for that item indicate that the 
majority of students (55.4%) “rarely” or “never” feel alienated. Thirty-two percent (n = 21) 
“sometimes” feel alienated, and almost 10% either “often” (n = 3) or “always” (n =  3) feel 
alienated in the university classroom. Taken together, it appears that students are open to 
connecting in the classroom (i.e., making friends, establishing a sense of belonging); but for 
reasons unknown, a good proportion of students in the sample (44%) experience feelings of 
alienation “sometimes”, “often”, or “always” in the university classroom.  
 Speculation about this phenomenon can be drawn from both the qualitative responses in 
T1 survey and interview analyses in step to understand the relationship between students’ 
personal context in the SNS world and course-based SNS context. The T1 qualitative data 
suggest students are aware of the impact that classroom dynamics (e.g., peer dispositions, 
instructor actions, course setup) have on both their sense of belonging within a course and their 
reaction to the learning environment. Both peer and instructor dynamics emerged in participant 
survey responses to the perceived meaning of classroom belonging. In combination with the 
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interview data that suggests the importance of quality interactions (e.g., interested social 
partners, amenability, tolerance), findings altogether reveal that belonging in the classroom is 
fostered through instructor efforts to establish a positive and collaborative learning 
environment(s) for peer-peer and instructor-student interaction. Whether the setting is a Course 
SNS or a physical classroom space, social dynamics are largely recognized in a student’s 
reflections on the course. Although many contextual factors outside a student’s control 
contribute to the classroom experience, the T1 qualitative data do suggest that most students 
would be receptive to classroom supports that foster belonging. Moreover, interviews suggest 
this is the case regardless of whether or not students identify a positive classroom experience as 
an opportunity for belonging within the course.  
The question thus remains, How does a student’s disposition for the personal context of 
SNSs relate to the Course SNS context?  For interviewees across all criteria, the integration of 
SNSs into course curriculums is perceived very separate from the personal world of SNSs. One 
overlap between the two SNS arenas (personal and classroom) is the notion of privacy. 
Regardless of the platform, or the context (personal or course-purposed), students are conscious 
of the increased vulnerability associated with creating SNS accounts. Taking that security risk 
for personal use of SNSs is one choice, but exposure to that risk for course purposes when 
students have no affiliation with the selected SNS is distinct and unfavorable for most. This may 
inhibit student interest or amenability with regards to the course, as revealed by some 
interviewees. 
Apart from the common response regarding privacy in both SNS arenas, interviewees 
generally perceived the two contexts separately. Personal affiliation (or non-affiliation) in the 
selected SNS platform is a decision that pre-dates enrollment into a course that integrates SNSs. 
Consequently, the associations students make with SNS platforms, including personal appeal, are 
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pre-formed prior to Course SNS implementation. Interviewee reflections for participants across 
interview criteria illustrate the disjunction between the two SNS arenas seemingly because of 
this pre-exposure. For interviewees who were users of the selected SNS prior to the course, the 
draw to use the site for course purposes did not carry over. At best, course integration of the SNS 
was favored for its convenience (e.g., “I’m already on there, so I’ll just check it”) or its 
personable feel compared to that lacking in a LMS. Even students with high sense of belonging 
in the personal SNS world did not report on their participation in the Course SNS to a level 
commensurate with their degree of belonging in the personal SNS. At best, the interest to check 
the Course SNS was high, but inclination to respond authentically (or comment at all) was not 
expressed by interviewees. The Course SNS is still schoolwork. The fact that schoolwork is 
being conducted on a SNS does not distinguish it as anything different from that. The statistical 
findings from the T2 survey corroborate this idea, revealing no relationship between belonging in 
the personal SNS context and participation in the Course SNS. 
Apart from convenience, other advantages of the Course SNS (e.g., lack of pressure 
related to written communication) were not directly reflective of rationales students provided for 
personal use of SNSs, nor did these advantages for interviewees reliably translate into quality 
participation on the Course SNS. There was indication however, from interview analyses and T2 
survey, that digital communication with social partners is easier than face-to-face interaction for 
its perceived removal from social conventions. This appealed to participants across both SNS 
arenas (personal and classroom), but whether this translates into actual increased participation in 
course activities is unclear because interview sessions were conducted early in the semester. A 
T2 survey question however inquired whether the Course SNS increased student interactions in 
the face-to-face classroom element. In this regard, students were split. A total of 49.4% of 
students (n = 41) reported “yes”, 42.2% (n = 35) said “no”, and 8.4% (n = 7) reported not 
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participating at all in the Course SNS. Interviewees reported similar mixed responses, but not in 
a predictable sense: students with high and low belonging did not respond differently on this 
front. Introverted tendencies were more often than not associated with perceptions that a Course 
SNS could facilitate face-to-face interactions; but introversion did not manifest distinctively by 
degree of belonging in the personal SNS context, nor did it predict the same positive perception 
of Course SNS for all students who described themselves as introverts. The impact that personal 
SNS contexts have on participation in a course (in the physical and digital space) as a result of 
the Course SNS integration thus remains convoluted, potentially explaining why the statistical 
model failed to capture a relationship with the other variables under study. 
With regards to belonging in the Course SNS, interviews lacked a timeframe where this 
construct in particular could be adequately speculated for integration purposes. Participation in 
the Course SNS could be surmised by students at the time of interviews, but with little exposure 
to participate in the Course SNS, an analysis on sense of belonging in the Course SNS can only 
be superficially evaluated. The T2 survey results suggest a moderate sense of belonging within 
the Course SNS, and that belonging within the personal context of SNSs positively predicts 
student belonging reported in the Course SNS. Student expressions of increased ease with digital 
communication may explain belonging in the Course SNS similarly to the way in which students 
attribute a sense of comfort with it in the personal realm of SNSs. The relationship this has with 
face-to-face interactions in the classroom however is unclear based on the descriptive statistics 
reported above. 
The T2 survey revealed positive reports of both student belonging within the Course SNS 
and student engagement in the course more broadly. T1 qualitative responses revealed the 
importance of course instructors for the development of belonging in a university classroom. The 
T1 quantitative data from that same survey item indicated the importance of classroom peers on 
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belonging (course instructor was not a provided option). Interviews highlighted both course 
instructors and classroom peers as integral to sense of belonging in the university classroom, but 
in qualitatively different ways. The FSC for classroom belonging then was adapted to measure 
the social contexts of a classroom as separate predictors of belonging within the Course SNS. 
Statistical analyses of the T2 survey confirmed distinct student perspectives across context-
specific levels. Whereas all three context-specific scales positively predicted student engagement 
in the course, the instructor-specific scale was the greatest predictor of student engagement, 
which carried through to the mediating model wherein belonging in the personal SNS context 
positively predicted student engagement when belonging with instructor in Course SNS was 
included as a mediator. These findings are representative of what the data reveal when 
qualitative (T1 and interview) data are considered together, as illustrated above. 
Interviewees largely discuss student engagement as related to the same social dynamics 
highlighted above (e.g., interested social partners, amenability, tolerance) for classroom 
belonging. The statistical analyses expound on the influence of social dynamics by considering 
different social partners as unique social context predictors. Specifically, quantitative analyses 
indicate that perceived belonging in the personal context of SNS most strongly predicts 
belonging in Course SNS at the peer level, but that student engagement is only predicted by 
belonging in the personal SNS when mediated by belonging with instructor in the Course SNS. 
In sum, belonging with instructors in university classrooms is more related to student 
engagement than belonging with peers is related to student engagement, but belonging with peers 
(in the Course SNS) is more related to a student’s sense of belonging in the personal SNS 
context than belonging with the instructor is related to sense of belonging in the personal SNS 
context. Supported by interview data, this is given context such that: a) peers are the traditional 
social partner in personal use of SNSs, and b) instructors are perceived to be the gatekeepers for 
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the social dynamics of a classroom. Instructors shape the learning environment based on how 
peer-peer interactions are fostered, how personal relevance is supported, and how students 
interpret access to the instructor. Further interpretation of all findings above are discussed in 












 This chapter serves to discuss the larger integration question that guides this study’s 
primary inquiry, How does the personal SNS context facilitate student engagement when SNSs 
are integrated into the course curriculum?  As such, it is organized with a presentation of the key 
findings, each followed by researcher inferences of those results based on the findings altogether. 
Discussion of study limitations ensue for maximizing transparency about the conclusions that 
can and cannot be drawn. The chapter will conclude with this study’s contributions to the 
literature, and suggestions for future research.   
Finding: Participation in the Course SNS  
The analyses conducted for this investigation reveal a complex relationship between 
university students’ sense of belonging in the personal SNS context and the experience of an 
SNS-integrated course. The study’s findings give no reason to suspect a relationship between 
university students’ sense of belonging within the personal plane of SNSs and participation in a 
Course SNS. Quantitative and qualitative data suggest that sense of belonging (high or low) in 
this context do not influence the likelihood that students will or will not participate in a Course 
SNS. Similarly, no relationship is found between student participation (high or low) in Course 
SNSs and student engagement in the university course.  
Participation in the Course SNS: Discussion. Participation in the Course SNS may not 
be a function of student belonging within the personal SNS context because student reasons for 
using personal SNSs (e.g., to stay connected with friends) do not align with course-purposed use 
of the SNS (e.g., to facilitate learning of the course subject). Furthermore, students who exhibit a 
high sense of belonging within the personal SNS context discuss this as a function of personally 
valued dynamics offered by the platform. For example, students value the modality of 
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communication specific to a given platform (e.g., Twitter lends a platform for humorous rhetoric; 
Instagram is valued for its focus on images) as it is perceived to satisfy a specific need (e.g., self-
expression; quick updates on others). The value attached to a given platform’s communication 
draw does not seem to manifest when that platform is used by a course, and it is likely due to the 
fact that student needs in a course are colored differently than those which present in the personal 
plane of SNSs. In other words, students that feel a moderate to high sense of belonging in their 
personal use of SNSs achieve a sense of belonging in that space based on the student’s need 
affiliated with that platform’s communication appeal, and this does not reliably transfer over 
when the platform is integrated into the classroom because the social need fulfilled in personal 
use of SNSs is not necessarily aligned with course-specific needs. That is, a course’s integration 
of the platform does not seem to trigger the same response (value or need). Consequently, the 
extent to which one does or does not identify with a sense of belonging in the personal SNS 
context is not likely in itself to predict a student’s participation in Course SNS because the 
purpose for personal use is distinct from that of course use. Students who exhibit higher sense of 
belonging in personal SNS contexts have different values and needs met for the platforms just as 
students with low sense of belonging in personal SNS contexts express a range of values for the 
platforms. Even this latter group of students do not display a reliable pattern for participation in 
the Course SNS; it is neither distinct from those with higher sense of belonging, nor predictable 
within group. Taken together, this may explain why belonging in the personal SNS context was 
not a good predictor of participation in a Course SNS.  
Participation in the Course SNS was also not predictive of student engagement, neither 
statistically nor qualitatively. Interviews help to explain the lack of statistical relationship found 
between these two variables. Student engagement in the course was largely contextualized by 
interviewees to be a factor of instructor actions (instructor warmth, effort to pique interest, 
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explicit clarity in SNS adoption, course setup), not a factor of Course SNS participation. Apart 
from students in the courses where SNSs were integrated as a course topic, interviewees were 
hesitant to attribute the Course SNS feature of class to student engagement in the course. 
Students in classes where SNSs were integrated as a course topic however, expressed that it was 
the relevance of SNSs as a timely context that cultivated engagement levels in the course. 
Importantly, the relevance element of SNSs as a lens through which to explore the course topics 
was not tied to participation in the SNS platform; it was only tied to engagement levels in the 
physical classroom space. For students in courses where SNSs were integrated as learning tools 
(i.e., all other classrooms in the study), participation in the Course SNS was not highly regarded 
to the point students could view it influential on their level of engagement in the course. With 
more exposure to the Course SNS, interviewees may have reported a relationship between the 
Course SNS participation and the level of engagement in the course, but only if the participant-
perceived variables of importance (instructor-driven variables) were maintained. It is possible 
that classrooms which provide supports for these variables may yield a statistical relationship 
between participation in the Course SNS and level of engagement in the course, but that the 
courses in this sample did not integrate SNSs to the degree that participation in the Course SNS 
itself was profoundly related to student engagement in the course more generally. It would be 
helpful to know which dynamics of the instructor-driven variables (instructor warmth, effort to 
pique interest, explicit clarity in SNS adoption, course setup) influence Course SNS participation 
most.    
Despite study findings, participation may relate to either belonging in the personal SNS 
context or student engagement in the course. There are three reasons this study may have failed 
to identify this. One, either the participation variable was a poor measure; two, the ability of 
interviewees to reflect on exposure to the Course SNS was constrained as a factor of 
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interviewing early in the semester; and/or three, the Course SNS was not integrated with activity 
in the physical classroom space. Results may also look different with a larger sample size that 
would allow the researcher to examine two statistically distinct groups of personal SNS users 
(high belonging, low belonging) for possible differences in Course SNS participation. 
Suggestions for how to better explore these phenomena are provided in the Future Research 
section. Leading up to that is the review and discussion of other key findings from this study. 
Finding: The Effect of Belonging in Personal SNS Contexts on Belonging in Course SNSs 
Data across strands indicate mixed results regarding the effect of belonging in the 
personal SNS context and belonging reported in the Course SNS. Quantitative data reveal a 
positive predictive relationship between belonging in the personal SNS context and belonging in 
the Course SNS at all specified context levels (peer, instructor, unspecified classroom social 
partner). Interview data suggest student experiences of personal SNSs are distinct from what one 
might experience in a Course SNS. Interviews were conducted while exposure to the Course 
SNS was still limited, however. It is possible that end-of-semester interviews may have afforded 
participants with the time to reflect on sense of belonging as experienced, which in turn may 
have been reported differently from that observed at a time when students seemed only to be 
projecting on the Course SNS’s capacities.  
 Belonging in Personal SNS Contexts, Belonging in Course SNSs: Discussion. It may 
be that one’s ability to develop a sense of belonging in the personal context of SNSs enhances 
the likelihood that a sense of belonging can be identified with social partners in the Course SNS, 
which would explain the statistical findings between these variables. However, interviewees 
could not be distinguishable as such. Those with higher sense of belonging in the personal SNS 
context did not reliably discuss the likelihood for developing a similar sense of belonging within 
a Course SNS; nor did those with low sense of belonging reliably discuss the unlikelihood for 
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developing a sense of belonging within a Course SNS. For example, just as many interviewees 
with low sense of belonging in the personal SNS context perceived belonging possible within the 
Course SNS as those with low sense of belonging in the personal SNS context who did not view 
belonging possible within the Course SNS. Had interviews been conducted near the semester’s 
end, interviewees would have had more exposure to the Course SNS, in turn allowing more 
experience-based reflection on sense of belonging within the Course SNS than that attainable at 
the time interviews took place. It may be then, that interviewees would share experiences on 
sense of belonging in the Course SNS that align with the statistical relationship found between 
belonging within the personal SNS context and belonging within the Course SNS. 
 In further contrast to statistical findings that belonging within the personal SNS context 
can predict belonging within the Course SNS, interviews reveal that a sense of belonging is 
distinct for the personal and course-based contexts of SNSs. With little exposure to the Course 
SNS however, belonging is described in the personal SNS context, compared to that felt in a 
university classroom, and hypothesized by students for the Course SNS context. Although it was 
important for interviewees across contexts to experience reciprocal social exchanges with social 
partners for a sense of belonging to develop, participants had a difficult time equating the sense 
of belonging they feel in the personal SNS context (or in the university classroom) with what 
would be possible in a Course SNS. Whereas interviewees could appreciate the potential for 
getting to know about classroom peers on a personal level outside the class, or having a profile 
picture visible during online discussions, or being granted personal space through which to seek 
help from classroom peers, most interviewees were reluctant to foresee Course SNSs as a 
channel to foster belonging.  
However, interviewees did project the potential for task-based face-to-face interactions 
with peers in the classroom to facilitate Course SNS participation and a sense of belonging 
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within the Course SNS. For the majority of classes in the sample, participant discussions often 
mentioned the lack of peer interactions occurring in the classroom. As a result, many students 
felt the two were disconnected learning spaces wherein Course SNS social partners were no 
different from the unfamiliar classmates with whom one might be grouped with in an online 
class in a LMS. Belonging within the Course SNS thus was understandably difficult to grasp for 
interviewees. Students discussed the impact of connecting a name with a face online through use 
of a Course SNS, but further discussions identified the importance of interacting with these same 
people face-to-face in the classroom. Participants were clear that social partners in their personal 
SNS space were those they had pre-existing relationships with, and that the SNS context is “a 
place for friends.” There is likely an element to this idea of knowing social partners in the 
physical world that facilitates online interactions and feelings of connectedness with those social 
partners in the online platform (see Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Bronfenbrenner, 1994; Lawson 
& Lawson, 2013). Although some interviewees discussed the SNS feature of having boundless 
accessibility to a vast network of people as a means to make connections with social partners, 
most interviewees described existing relations with social partners in the physical world as a 
factor of who they communicate with in the digital world of SNSs (see Lawson & Lawson, 
2013). Most interviewees with a higher sense of belonging in the personal SNS context 
contextualized their sense of belonging in that space with the people they are connected to in the 
physical world, those with whom they had relationships with prior to affiliation on the SNS 
platform. Increased exposure to peers, both on the Course SNS and in the classroom, may thus 
have prompted different participant perspectives on belonging in the Course SNS at the time of 
interview. 
Whereas interviewees had little exposure to the Course SNS at the time of interviews, 
familiarity with classroom peers was limited to interactions in the physical classroom. However, 
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for the majority of classes in this sample, opportunities for face-to-face peer interaction up to that 
point had been scant. The dearth of interview data to support the possible relationship between 
belonging in the personal SNS context and belonging in the Course SNS thus may be a factor of 
time. Participants may not have had the time to familiarize themselves enough with their course 
peers (or the Course SNS) to postulate that Course SNSs could foster a sense of belonging. The 
statistical relationship found at the end of the semester for participant belonging across digital 
spaces (personal and course-based SNSs) may indicate that students came to know one another 
as the semester progressed and could identify with a sense of belonging within the Course SNS 
by the semester’s end, which may have been a factor of more exposure to the Course SNS and/or 
increased face-to-face classroom interaction.  
Finding: Student Engagement and Course SNS Belonging 
The quantitative and qualitative data are more aligned with regards to the relationship 
explored between student engagement and belonging within the Course SNS. Quantitative 
analyses reveal a small effect of belonging within the Course SNS (peer and unspecified 
classroom social partner) on student engagement in the course overall. Belonging with the 
instructor in the Course SNS was more predictive of student engagement than belonging at the 
other two context levels. Interviews highlighted similar findings. Peers were discussed as 
influencing a student’s disposition and sense of belonging in class (i.e., not Course SNS), but not 
to the same degree that instructors were discussed as shaping the course experience (i.e., with or 
without Course SNS).  
Student Engagement and Course SNS Belonging: Discussion. Interviewees discussed 
course instructors as facilitators of the learning experiences possible for a classroom. Peers were 
important for feeling welcomed or comfortable within a classroom, but instructors were 
described as having the capacity to influence those dynamics. For example, designing course 
 155 
activities that require peer interaction was a common student suggestion. Students viewed this as 
a way to break through default social barriers associated with interacting with strangers. 
Interviewees expressed that building peer activities into class time prevents students from self-
isolating and increases the likelihood for students to commiserate on course struggles, ask for 
help, reach out when absent, and share learning experiences. As discussed however, it is the 
instructor (not peers) as a social partner whom participants associate with engagement level in 
the course because the instructor designs a course to allow for this to happen (or stifles the 
opportunity).  
Additionally, participants describe other instructor-centered variables (warmth, effort, 
genuine student interest and concern) as impactful on their level of student engagement in a 
course. Specific to Course SNSs, a few participants perceived an increase in instructor 
availability compared to either the traditional face-to-face classroom (no SNS integration) or an 
online class managed with a traditional LMS. The adoption of a SNS platform was described to 
enhance communication with the instructor in various ways. It felt easier to ask questions 
because of the nature of the platform (less standardized than a LMS; lack of affiliation with the 
university and pressures related; outside of class access); and one student mentioned how read 
receipts on the direct messaging feature of Facebook offer reassurance that student messages are 
read. Students seem to sense a heightened responsivity from teachers on SNSs as well, both in 
digital replies and acknowledgment in the classroom. These dynamics were also tied to student 
discussions of what fosters a sense of belonging in the classroom. It is possible that these 
perceptions may have been present for students in the sample, which could explain the statistical 
relationship found at Time 2 between belonging with the instructor in the Course SNS and 
student engagement level (see Kindermann, 2011). Another possible contributing factor to 
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warrant the statistical finding may involve student perceptions that Course SNSs are relevant to 
everyday life (see Patall, Dent, Oyer, & Wynn, 2013). 
When curriculums or instructors support ideas that students view to be personally 
relevant, student interest is piqued which in turn serves to promote student engagement 
(Linnenbrink-Garcia, Patall, & Pekrun, 2016). Whereas all students could understand the 
instructional move to integrate SNSs into courses today (particularly for “younger” college 
students), not all students identified with its application as a personally relevant medium; 
however, all interviewees from courses where SNSs were used as a lens through which to 
explore course topics noted an appreciation for the instructor’s pedagogical relevance. Each of 
these students highlighted this aspect of the course (along with the aforementioned instructor-
centered variables) as integral to their level of engagement in the course. Coupled with the 
instructor’s efforts to support student-driven instruction, include the voices of all students, and 
her genuine interest to get to know her students, this element of relevance was viewed by 
students as an equally important contributor to their engagement in the course. Moreover, 
students contextualized these aspects of the course as facilitators of both their belonging in the 
course generally, and their level of engagement. For students in these courses specifically, the 
interview data lends support to the statistical relationship found between these two variables at 
semester’s end.  
Whereas some of the interviewees from the other courses did not see SNSs as personally 
relevant to them, they felt certain that the younger college students (i.e., freshman and 
sophomore students, roughly under the age of 22) would find a significant pull from the 
relevance of SNS course integration. Interviewees shared assumptions that their younger peers 
were always on SNSs for personal use and that Course SNSs would be a comfortable space for 
them. Interviewees commonly equated this assumption of increased comfortability for younger 
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students with an increased sense of belonging in the course, and high levels of student 
engagement. Overall, interviews did not lend support to this theory, but belonging within the 
Course SNS space was difficult to reflect on for reasons already mentioned (e.g., exposure to 
Course SNS at time of interviews). It seems more likely that a sense of belonging within the 
Course SNS would be supported by instructor actions above anything, to include the integration 
of Course SNS activity with face-to-face classroom time. For interviewees across all classes, the 
dynamics in the physical classroom space (with peers and instructor) were fundamental 
determinants of their engagement in the course. 
Finding: Mediating Variables 
Mediational analyses further suggest that belonging with the instructor in the Course SNS 
is the only statistically significant mediator between belonging in the personal SNS context and 
student engagement in the course. Interviews support this finding as thematic analyses illuminate 
both the importance of an instructor’s purpose for integrating SNSs into the course and the 
instructor’s relational supports (e.g., teacher warmth, teacher accessibility, support for student 
relevance) on students’ likelihood of engaging in a course (i.e., with or without Course SNS). 
For the Course SNS specifically, instructors were integral to student projections of how Course 
SNSs might influence their engagement in the course. Instructor influence on student 
engagement was tied to the personal context of SNSs through an instructor’s control over: (a) the 
course SNS setup, (b) the integration of SNS activity and SNS peer groups in the physical 
classroom, and (c) piquing student interest in SNS use for classroom purposes. Discussions of 
student engagement nearly all centered on the instructor, not classroom peers. Also, student 
reactions to the integration of SNSs into a course was largely a factor of the aforementioned 
instructor variables regardless of student belonging in the personal SNS context. Additional 
interview support comes from the lack of focus on peers as being integral to students’ 
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development of belonging in the Course SNS. Peers were discussed as important social partners 
in the classroom with regards to developing a sense of classroom belonging, but not as integral 
social partners for belonging within the Course SNS. Interviewees also did not discuss peers as 
being directly related to their engagement in a course; emphasis was placed on the instructor in 
their reflections on student engagement. 
Mediation: Discussion. Taken together, the study findings indicate that the personal 
SNS context may influence student engagement in a course by way of instructor action. More 
specifically, this relationship manifests as related to how the instructor conveys the utility of 
SNSs and incorporates the peer dynamics of the Course SNS into the physical component of the 
classroom. To an extent, peer dynamics influence student engagement in the course, and the 
personal SNS context may have something to do with how students affiliate with peers on the 
Course SNS; but this relationship does not seem to influence the level of student engagement in 
the course. Whereas both peer and instructor dynamics are acknowledged by participants as 
important to developing a sense of belonging in the university classroom, it appears to be the 
pedagogical approach to SNS integration that most strongly ties a student’s sense of belonging in 
the personal SNS context to student engagement in a SNS-integrated course.  
Despite findings of a predictive statistical relationship between belonging in the personal 
SNS context and belonging in the Course SNS (across social partners), interviews revealed no 
predictable pattern for how sense of belonging in the personal SNS context might predict sense 
of belonging in the Course SNS. When participant discussions of engagement in the course are 
considered however, students acknowledge instructor actions as the most significant factor in 
making SNSs relevant to course learning, which in turn they view to increase levels of 
engagement in the course. But, participation in the Course SNS does not seem to influence levels 
of engagement in the course, qualitatively or quantitatively; nor does it appear to be influenced 
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by belonging in the personal SNS context. The original hypothesis exploring a relationship 
between the personal SNS context and engagement in a course as a reflection of belonging in the 
personal SNS context supporting Course SNS participation thus receives no support from the 
data. Analyses reveal Course SNSs as potential facilitators of student engagement in a course not 
so much as a reflection of belonging in the personal SNS context supporting Course SNS 
participation, but more as a reflection of perceived pedagogical support that cultivates classroom 
belonging (if Course SNSs are used strategically). Taken together, the data suggest that Course 
SNSs can facilitate student engagement when student motivations and values across contexts 
(physical and digital) are leveraged together. How a student’s sense of belonging across contexts 
functions in tandem as a motivational mechanism for student engagement in SNS-integrated 
courses thus follows in order to wrap up discussions on the leading inquiry. 
The Self-System of Motivation with Course SNS Integration 
In terms of self-determination theory, the data in this study point out that needs for 
belonging manifest both similarly and differently for students across the physical classroom 
space, personal SNS context, and course-based SNS space. Reciprocation of social actions 
supports a sense of belonging across each of these contexts, but how belonging is perceived and 
reflected on across these spaces is unique. The input that is received within each of these social 
environments is ascribed meaning that holds a functional significance specific to the social 
partners in that context and the value gained from interaction with partners in that space. As a 
result, having a sense of belonging in the personal SNS context does not spill over into the 
Course SNS predictably because that sense of belonging has a functional significance that is 
unique to each student as tied to the specific needs which are fulfilled within that space and the 
interactions they seek in that space.  
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Dependent on what needs are being satisfied in the personal SNS space, the potential for 
a sense of belonging to develop in the Course SNS context looks differently. Included in that 
equation is how instructors design the integration of SNSs, for example, how peers interact in 
both the Course SNS and the physical classroom, as well as what overarching purpose the SNS 
has for the learning experience. Each of these factors in some way ties to the social needs being 
addressed with use of personal SNSs. When participants in this study expressed difficulty with 
social interaction and acknowledged SNSs (on the personal plane) to assuage the discomfort 
associated, Course SNSs served to support that need for a sense of security. When participants 
discussed the freedom of expression with social partners in the personal SNS context, Course 
SNSs were either seen to support a relaxed form of communication with classroom social 
partners, or were viewed as out of place. The perspective adopted depended on the needs that 
were being fulfilled (e.g., a student’s need for space to speak easily vs needing an outlet for self-
expression). In this way, a student’s needs overlap across social contexts, but how a sense of 
belonging develops in the bridged realm of Course SNSs is a factor of the functional significance 
ascribed to the personal SNS context as uniquely identified by each individual student.  
As a function of belonging, student engagement was revealed in this study to be shaped 
by student motivational systems. Although the timing of interviews prevents the researcher from 
gaining full insight on participant experiences of the Course SNS (i.e., belonging and 
participation in), students elaborated on the need for instructors to be intentional of SNS 
integration. Participant discussions of other instructor actions (warmth, relevance support, 
control over peer dynamics) solidified the value students shared for positive social interaction in 
the classroom, which was a significant component in their interviews to their sense of belonging 
as well as effort, participation, and level of engagement (see Furrer, Skinner, & Pitzer, 2014). 
When supports for positive social interaction with peers and instructor were present, students 
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discussed the enactment of motivated behaviors like attending class, paying attention, studying 
more, trying harder, and help seeking (or lending help). Whereas the motivational system was 
easier to pinpoint for engagement in the physical classroom, interview and survey data do 
suggest that Course SNSs can activate the motivational system similarly provided teacher actions 
intentionally support and integrate the use of Course SNSs. Successful implementation in this 
way can foster a sense of belonging within the class that can feed into student engagement in the 
course (see Kindermann, 2011). The biggest lesson learned in this study may be that instructor 
awareness of the student needs being satisfied through use of SNSs on the personal plane (i.e., 
why students use SNSs and what benefits they gain) can guide the larger course design so as to 
enhance overall student engagement in a course when SNSs are integrated as part of the 
curriculum.   
Study Limitations 
 Notwithstanding the knowledge imparted by this study’s findings, several limitations are 
acknowledged here to ensure transparency of the claims being made. One, this communicates to 
the reader that the principal investigator is aware of the study’s shortcomings in spite of the 
findings. Two, it presents an opportunity for the research community to design related 
investigations with advance notice of the challenges presented in this study. And three, it lends to 
the credibility of this work through acknowledgment of the parameters within which the findings 
should be considered.  
 First and foremost, the predictive nature discussed amongst variables in this study must 
be interpreted with caution. The predictive model includes variables for which data were 
collected in the same timeframe, so it is important to acknowledge that the research design does 
not allow for true predictability among variables. Researcher statements of findings in this regard 
should be read with this in mind. Another limitation is sample size. With a sample size 
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insufficient to cluster groups for multi-level modeling analysis, it is difficult to discern which 
factors are fundamentally tied to the results observed. For example, do the high belonging and 
low belonging students participate in the Course SNS differently? Or are there differences in the 
path model based on course? Or does the relationship between participation in a Course SNS and 
engagement in the course look different for students in classes where extra credit is assigned for 
Course SNS activity? Educators could benefit with a better understanding of how different 
elements uniquely impact student engagement. 
 It would be remiss to overlook the participation variable used in this study to measure 
student participation in the Course SNS. The metric for participation relied on a single item in 
the survey, a report of how many hours per week the student used the Course SNS. Two other 
items in the survey inquired on the frequency of posts and log-ins characteristic of the student 
that semester. Responses for the latter two items were ordinal: (a) Never, it wasn’t required; (b) 
Only when required; (c) Once in a while; (d) Regularly, by choice; and (e) Daily, by choice. The 
researcher initially sought to assign a value to each answer choice with lower values indicating 
lower frequencies, and higher values indicative of higher frequencies. Participation for each 
participant was thus intended to be an index of the three items together to yield a metric 
representative of more accounts for what participation looked like in the Course SNS. Upon 
survey close, the decision to do this was aborted on account of the small sample size. Because 
the sample size would not allow for more statistical control of variables, it was best to avoid 
introducing a potentially nuanced measure that could not be parsed out as needed to understand 
differences between courses where the Course SNS was optional versus required, nor when extra 
credit was and was not offered. Use of a single item to measure participation however may not 
be a strong indicator of student activity on the Course SNS. This should be considered amid 
reading of the study’s findings.  
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 Related to the limitations inherent with a small sample size, the ways in which Course 
SNSs were integrated across classrooms could have spawned qualitatively different experiences 
of the Course SNS. In classes where extra credit was awarded for making high quality posts in 
the Course SNS for example, student participation was likely qualitatively different in both 
amount and quality. Likewise, the value gained from Course SNS use may be uniquely 
internalized from the value recognized of the Course SNS in classes that integrated the SNS 
differently. This is likely true as a result of the intentions associated with the integration of SNS 
platforms, as well (e.g., students help students vs instructor use to support relevance vs student 
discussion space). Consequently, the differences in form of integration by classrooms may 
impact the relationship among all variables in the hypothesized model, thus statistical findings of 
a relationship between belonging in the SNS context and engagement in the course may simply 
be an artefact of the clustering of classrooms. Study findings should not be interpreted that all 
course SNS integration is equivalent. 
 Additionally, qualitative interpretations of the Course SNS experience derived from 
interviews may not accurately reflect the relationships among the variables of interest. How 
students responded to the idea of Course SNSs (and to their participation on Course SNSs) may 
be reflected differently across time in the semester. Evidence of this comes from a student e-mail 
sent to the researcher a few weeks following the student’s interview (see Appendix I). At the 
time of interview, this student had no interest in the Course SNS. He was not a user of Facebook 
and preferred not to join the social network in attempt to safeguard the privacy of his personal 
information from the internet. Although he was a user of Twitter, he had no sense of belonging 
within that platform and saw no personal benefit of joining Facebook to participate in the Course 
SNS. His e-mail in Week 10 notified the researcher of his change in perspective. In the passing 
of time, he became increasingly aware of the extra credit opportunity on which he was missing 
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out. He not only joined Facebook since the time of his interview, but he was posting and even 
meeting up with fellow students. Whereas there is no indication of him having developed a sense 
of belonging within the Course SNS, his value for the Course SNS developed over the semester 
which encouraged Course SNS participation and level of engagement in the course. It is 
plausible that other students across classes similarly gained value of Course SNS participation as 
the semester continued and exposure to the Course SNS increased. Although interviews were 
purposefully sequenced earlier in the research design, it does present a limitation on participant 
insight of the relationship among study variables. Future research can adjust for this at the design 
level and still include an exploratory qualitative phase that drives subsequent stages in which 
interviews could be incorporated at both the front and back end of such a design. 
 Lastly, the principal investigator included classrooms using different SNS platforms. Two 
of the three course instructors adopted a single SNS platform (used for discussion, or course 
help), with the third instructor leveraging the utility and perspective of multiple SNS platforms 
(used as a tool for exploring the course topics). Providing students with the autonomy to choose 
the platform may influence how students experience the course differently from students in 
courses where the SNS platform is pre-selected for students without student input. Conflating 
this detail with the differences in how SNSs were integrated across courses raises question about 
how students respond to the integration itself, but statistical findings of relationships among 
variables may suggest SNS integration regardless of details has the effects aforementioned. 
Further inferences about how various platforms can generate a sense of belonging within the 
classroom cannot be addressed in this study, nor is it clear that the specific Course SNS platform 





 In light of the limitations outlined above, it might be best to design a similar investigation 
as a multi-phase mixed methods design. One, this could account for the capacity to truly predict 
relationships among study variables because data collected on variables would be collected at 
different timepoints. Two, it could account for a second interview phase at semester’s end to 
better explain statistical findings of survey data collected at the semester end. And three, a less 
condensed study timeline could allow for a full qualitative exploration of the impact that time 
has on Course SNS participation and sense of belonging in the Course SNS. 
 Future research may also consider more intentional measures of feelings related to social 
cohesion (alienation, isolation, connectedness) that students generally report in their university 
classrooms. In parallel, those same feelings can be examined in the context of their personal SNS 
use to determine if feelings related to social cohesion underlie student reasons for using SNSs 
and how feelings related to social cohesion are addressed across a semester with Course SNS 
integration. The current study lends mixed findings related to sense of belonging across contexts 
(personal and Course SNS), but data do suggest that a broader inclusion of social cohesion 
variables may enrich our understanding of diverse individuals in the bridged realm of Course 
SNS as Course SNSs relate to student engagement in the classroom. Such investigations should 
also explore the role of SNS privacy issues and the overall cost to benefit rationales that impact 
feelings related to social cohesion and moderate student engagement in SNS-integrated courses. 
 Whereas the current study discovered instructors as “the invisible hand” (Kindermann, 
2011) shaping peer, classroom and learning dynamics for students in the physical and digital 
academic spaces, future research on SNS-integrated courses could focus on student perspectives 
regarding how teacher actions support belonging with use of the SNS. Findings would better 
identify how students develop a sense of belonging within a classroom and the degree to which 
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an instructor’s use of SNSs plays a role. The present study indicates the acknowledgment by 
contemporary students that SNSs are a timely medium, but the extent to which this feeds into a 
sense of belonging within the classroom requires additional research. 
Study Conclusions 
 The goal of this research was to explore how the digital connectedness of today’s college 
students impacts student engagement in a SNS-integrated course as a function of belonging 
within the personal SNS context and the Course SNS. In all, this research contributes to the 
literatures on university student engagement and that of psychosocial underpinnings of SNS 
users by acknowledging contemporary contexts for an increasingly digital student population. 
Specifically, findings reveal how belongingness across physical and digital worlds may influence 
the motivational system that shapes student engagement in a university course. Contemporary 
college students may particularly benefit in college classes where instructors are cognizant of 
student connections to the digital social world. The functional significance that SNSs hold for 
students is information that can be leveraged in SNS-integrative classrooms to foster student 
engagement in the course overall.  
In a world that will only become more digital, it is important for both researchers and 
educators to configure learning environments that recognize the various ways by which digital 
social contexts support diverse student needs (social and educational). Contemporary students in 
this study have provided insight on what motivates them across contexts and their voices suggest 
belonging and engagement in a course can be enhanced when more classroom supports are in 
place to leverage the social needs distinct to living in an increasingly digital world. Importantly, 
participants share that there is no replacement for human interaction; thus classrooms can better 
serve students with a balance of face-to-face peer interaction and digital communication that 
intentionally supports the diverse needs of contemporary students.   
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 *Reproduced from Creswell & Plano Clark (2011) 
Quantitative Design 
Quantitative Data  
Collection and Analysis 
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Interviewee Demographics & Selection Criteria 
 
Participant ID Age Major Selection criteria 
301 19 Pre-Business Low user 
304 22 Business Administration Low user 
403 36 Nutrition Low user 
603 23 Entrepreneurship Low user 
303 19 Exploring High user 
504 22 Kinesiology High user 
505 22 Kinesiology High user 
508 21 Kinesiology High user 
404 21 Nutrition Low belonging 
507 22 Nutrition & Dietetics Low belonging 
801 22 Marketing Low belonging 
407 20 Kinesiology High belonging 
601 22 Marketing & Entrepreneurship High belonging 
605 22 Marketing High belonging 
802c 25 Marketing Unique case 
803d 22 Marketing & Graphic Design Unique case 
103a 21 Finance Unique case 
203b 18 Business Unique case 
 
a Selected for avid use of a single SNS (Instagram) for personal use. Also, for having previous 
enrollment in more than one SNS-integrated college course, with report that each experience left 
a different impression for course SNSs. Lastly, belonging within the classroom was 
conceptualized to manifest at the level of social partners, course subject, and with the course 
itself.  
 
b Selected for frequent personal use of all targeted SNSs. Also, for having previous enrollment in 
more than one SNS-integrated college course, with report that each experience left a different 
impression for course SNSs. The student identified several appealing factors of SNS integration, 
although never felt a sense of belonging within any of the SNS-integrated courses despite 
reporting feelings of belonging within other college courses. 
 
c Selected based on having logged in to a previous course social networking site (SNS), by 
choice. Interview follow-up unpacked this high level of interest for course SNS. 
 
d Selected for the contrast of identifying lots of reasons (appeal) for using SNSs on the personal 
plane, but only being an Instagram user. The student also believed SNSs should not be integrated 
into the class, but did report convenience as a potential affordance of their integration. Further, 
belonging in the classroom was not seen as possible, coupled with “always” feeling alienated in 






Time 1 Survey 
Basic Demographics 
1.  Age ________ 
 
2.  With which gender do you most identify? 
a. Male 
b. Female 
c. Transgender Male 
d. Transgender Female 
e. Gender Variant (non-conforming) 
f. Not listed 
g. Prefer not to answer 
 
3.  By which race do you most identify?  
a. Asian or Pacific Islander 
b. Hispanic, regardless of race 
c. Black 
d. White 
e. American Indian or Alaskan Native 
f. Not listed 
g. Prefer not to answer 
 










6.  Please identify your academic major, or select “I don’t know”. 
a. (Fill-in response) 
b. I don’t know. 
 
 
Queries related to interpersonal experiences, including those on Social Networking Sites (SNSs) 
 
 
Number of SNSs with which students are affiliated 
1.  Select each of the social networking sites to which you have a personal account (prior to 
enrollment in this course). Select all that apply. 
 (a) Twitter  (b) Facebook  (c) Snapchat  (d) Instagram  (e) None 
 
1.1.  Follow-up for students who respond with e) None: 




 SNS use (Personal) 
 *1.2.  Follow-up for students who respond with any other choice: 
 Please identify the one option below which MOST CLOSELY describes your use with: 
  Twitter     
   a.  More than once a day 
   b.  Once a day 
   c.  Once a week 
   d.  Two days a week 
   e.  Three days a week 
   f.  More than three days a week 
   g.  Once a month 
   h.  Less often than monthly 
  Facebook                                      Snapchat   Instagram 
   Carry-forward options      Carry-forward options      Carry-forward options 
 
 SNS appeal (why do students use each platform?) 
 1.3.  Follow-up for same students who respond with any other choice: 
 What is the personal appeal to you for each site? (Select all that apply.) 
  Twitter 
   a.  Meet new people online 
   b.  Connect with people I have recently met 
   c.  To know about others 
   d.  To share life stories/events 
   e.  To stay connected with friends and/or family 
   *f.   I feel close to people in this space 
   *g.  I use it because it is there 
   h.  To kill time 
   i.   To have fun 
   j.   To be someone else 
   k.  To be myself 
   l.   To troll 
   *m. I feel more comfortable in this space than I do with others face-to-face 
   n. Other (Please specify) ___________________________________ 
  Facebook                                      Snapchat   Instagram 
   Carry-forward options      Carry-forward options      Carry-forward options  
 
 
2.  For personal use, I prefer to use…  (choose up to 2) 
 (a) Twitter  (b) Facebook  (c) Snapchat  (d) Instagram  (e) None 
 
*2.1Follow-up with carry-forward logic from Question 2 (repeated for each SNS selected): 
This networking platform enhances the relationships I have with people in my life. 
1(Strongly disagree)  2(Disagree)  3 (Undecided)  4 (Agree)  5 (Strongly agree) 
 
 
*2.2 Follow-up with carry-forward logic from Question 2 (repeated for each SNS selected): 
This networking platform negatively impacts the relationships I have with people in my life 
Carry-forward options 
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*3.  FOR A COURSE that adopts social networking site activities, like the one I am enrolled, I 
prefer to use… (Select one response) 
 (a) Twitter  (b) Facebook  (c) Snapchat  (d) Instagram  (e) It doesn’t matter  
 (f)  No social networking sites 
 
4.  Across your time at the university level, have you taken other university courses (excluding 
this one) that have included social networking sites like Twitter, Facebook, Snapchat, or 
Instagram? 
 (a) Yes  (b) No  (c) This question does not apply to me because this is my first semester  
in college. 
 
 Student disposition: Course SNS attitude (like/dislike) 
*4.1 Follow-up for “Yes” responses: 
Reflecting on that class of yours in the past, did you like interacting on the course-
assigned social networking site for class tasks? (Remember, this does not include 
university learning platforms like Canvas.) 
(a) Yes  (b) No  (c) I felt differently for each of those courses that incorporated a social 
networking site into our curriculum 
  
 Student disposition: Course SNS motivation 
 4.2  Carry-forward logic for “yes” responses: 
Still reflecting on that class of yours in the past, did your interactions on the course-
assigned social networking site influence your inclination to interact with those 
classroom peers, in person, for the course? 
 (a) Yes  (b) No 
 
 Student disposition: Course SNS participation 
 4.3  Carry-forward logic for “yes” responses: 
*Based on your experience(s) with course-assigned social networking activity, on 
average, how often would you say you log in to course-assigned social networking sites 
like Twitter, Facebook, Snapchat and Instagram? 
(a) Daily, by choice  (b) Regularly, by choice  (c) Only when required  (d) Never because 
it wasn’t required  (e) Hard to say because I felt differently for each of those courses that 
incorporated a social networking site into our curriculum 
 
Student disposition: Course SNS value 
5.  In your opinion, what potential affordances might Twitter, Facebook, Snapchat, or Instagram 
offer you as a student when they are integrated for course tasks? (Select all that apply.) 
a. Working with more peers 
b. Ease of developing friendships 
c. Convenience 
d. I feel less shy with others on a social networking site than I do face-to-face 
*e.  I feel more authentic when communicating on social networking sites than when 
communicating on traditional education learning systems (Canvas, Blackboard, etc.)  
f.   I might connect more with the course content 
       g.  Social networking sites should not be used for courses 
       h.  Other (type your answer here)______________________________________________ 
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*6.  About how many social partners at this university are you connected with on your 
personal use of the social networking sites being discussed (Twitter, Facebook, Snapchat, 
Instagram)? 
a. I do not use these sites 
b. 0 






i. More than 200 
 
Course alienation within face-to-face courses 






f. This is my first semester in college, so I am not sure 
g. I’ve previously only taken online courses  
 
Social disposition within face-to-face courses 
*8.  How easy is it for you to be able to make friends in your face-to-face university classes? 
a. Difficult 
b. Easy 
c. Somewhere between difficult and easy 
d. I cannot answer this question because I’m not interested in making friends in my classes 
e. This is my first semester in college, so I am not sure 
f. I’ve previously only taken online university courses  
 
Perceived belonging within courses 
*9.  With regards to taking classes at the university, would you say it is possible for you 
personally to develop a sense of “belonging” or “connectedness” within a course/with your 
classroom peers? This might include feeling welcomed, accepted, recognized, or like part of a 
community, etc. 
 (a) Yes  (b) No 
 
*9.1 Follow-up for students who respond “Yes”: 
Think of all the university courses you have taken (online and face-to-face).  Have you 
ever felt a sense of “belonging” or “connectedness” within a course/with your peers in 
any of those courses? 
(a) Yes  (b) No  (c) This is my first semester in college, so I cannot speak about 
university course experiences 
Follow-up for “Yes” responses to Question 9.1: 
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*With regards to the course(s) of yours in the past in which you have felt a sense of 
belonging or connectedness, would you please identify below the more accurate 
conceptualization of this belongingness? (Select all that apply.) 
(a) I felt this with the course, more generally speaking  (b) I felt this with my classroom 
peers, more specifically  (c) I felt this with the subject, broadly speaking  (d) Other 
(please identify) 
 
Follow-up for “Yes” responses to Question 9.1: 
*Related to the university course(s) in which you reported having a sense of belonging, 
was a course-assigned social networking site like Twitter, Facebook, Snapchat, or 
Instagram integrated into the course? 







Time 2 Survey 
Basic Demographics 
1.  Age ________ 
2.  With which gender do you most identify? 
h. Male 
i. Female 
j. Transgender Male 
k. Transgender Female 
l. Gender Variant (non-conforming) 
m. Not listed 
n. Prefer not to answer 
 
3.  By which race do you most identify?  
h. Asian or Pacific Islander 
i. Hispanic, regardless of race 
j. Black 
k. White 
l. American Indian or Alaskan Native 
m. Not listed 
n. Prefer not to answer 
 










6.  Please identify your academic major, or select “I don’t know”. 
c. (Fill-in response) 
d. I don’t know. 
 
Number of SNSs with which students are affiliated 
 
1.  Select each of the social networking sites to which you have a personal account (i.e., 
accounts that you use for things unrelated to this course). Select all that apply. 
 (a) Twitter  (b) Facebook  (c) Snapchat  (d) Instagram  (e) None 
 
1.1.  Follow-up for students who respond with e) None: 




SNS appeal (why do students use each platform?) 
 1.2.  Follow-up for same students who respond with any other choice in Q1: 
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 What is the personal appeal to you for using these sites? (Select all that apply.) 
a. *To network 
b. *To follow brands 
c. *To follow influencers 
d. *The content! 
e. *To seek relatable groups or online communities 
f. *To build my own following 
g. Connect with people I have recently met 
h. To know about others  
i. To stay connected with friends  
j. To stay connected with family 
k. To share life stories/events 
l. *It takes little effort here for me to stay “in the loop” with others  
m. To kill time 
n. To have fun 
o. To be someone else 
p. To be myself 
q. To troll 
r. To be funny 
s. To help others 
t. *Retrieve news stores 
u. *It cuts out the small talk 
v. *Communication is easier (People are more expressive in these spaces than in 
person) 
w. *Communicating here is convenient (It’s a timeless space to hang out with 
others) 
x. *For work purposes 
y. Other (Please specify) ___________________________________ 
 
2.  For personal use, I prefer to use…  (choose up to 2) 
[Displayed if Question 1 answer is anything other than “None”] 
(a) Twitter  (b) Facebook  (c) Snapchat  (d) Instagram   
 
3.  Across your time at the university level, have you taken other university courses (excluding 
this one) that have included social networking sites like Twitter, Facebook, Snapchat, or 
Instagram? 
 (a) Yes  (b) No  (c) This question does not apply to me because this is my first semester  
in college. 
 
 Student disposition: Course SNS and Physical Classroom 
3.1 Follow-up for “Yes” responses: 
*Reflecting on your course THIS SEMESTER that integrated Twitter, Facebook or 
Instagram, did your participation on the course-assigned social networking site 
INCREASE your interaction with classroom peers in person, for the course?  





Student use of the Course SNS 
 
*4.  On average, how often would you say you logged in for the course-assigned social 
networking site this semester? 
(a) Never, it wasn’t required  (b) Only when required  (c) Once in awhile  (d) Regularly, 
by choice  (e) Daily, by choice 
 
*5.  Approximately how many hours a week would you estimate your course use of the social 
networking site this semester? 
 (a) 1 hour or less (b) 2 hours (c) 3 hours (d) 4 hours (e) 5 hours (f) 6 hours or more 
 
*6.  How often would you say you posted in the course-assigned social networking site space 
this semester? 
(a) Never, it wasn’t required  (b) Only when required  (c) Once in awhile  (d) Regularly, 
by choice  (e) Daily, by choice 
 
Student disposition: Course SNS value 
 
7. Each course in this study integrates social networking sites differently.  
  
In your opinion, what affordances did Twitter, Facebook, or Instagram offer you as a 
student when they were integrated into your course this semester?  
  
Please note that not all of these are relevant to every form of course integration. Choose the 
affordances that you experienced based on how your instructor integrated the site. 
(Select all that apply.) 
 
a. *I found social networking sites as a course topic to be relevant. 
b. I worked with more peers than usual for a face-to-face course. 
c. *There was more opportunity to develop friendships. 
d. *I had easier access to the instructor. 
e. I felt less shy collaborating with others on the social networking site than I would in 
person. 
f. I connected more with the course content. 
g. Social networking sites are convenient for course activity. 
h. *The Extra Credit! 
i. *Social networking sites seem less formal than when courses use Canvas. 
j. *I could match a peer’s face to the name on the screen. 
k. *I read more of my classmates’ posts than had we used Canvas. 
l. I see no affordances. Social networking sites should not be used for courses. 






The Facebook Social Connectedness Scale (FSC; Grieve et al., 2013) 
 
Directions. The statements below reflect various ways in which we view ourselves. These statements 
relate to your personal use of ONLY the following social networking sites (referred to as SNSs): Twitter, 
Facebook, Snapchat, Instagram. Rate the degree to which you feel the statements below describe you. 
Use the following scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 6 (Strongly Agree). There are no right or wrong 
answers. Each statement is also accompanied by a text box (optional) if you have something to say/add.  
 
Original Items                   Revised for Personal SNS Context 
 
1. I feel like an outsider when I’m on 
Facebook. (reverse coded) 
 
2. I feel distant from Facebook friends. 
(reverse coded) 
 
3. I see myself as a loner when I am on 
Facebook. (reverse coded) 
 
4. I don’t feel related to most people on 
Facebook. (reverse coded) 
 
5. I feel disconnected from the Facebook 
world around me. (reverse coded) 
 
6. I have little sense of togetherness with my 
Facebook friends.  
(reverse coded) 
 
7. I am able to relate to my Facebook friends. 
 
8. I feel close to people on Facebook. 
 
9. I feel understood by the people I know 
when I’m on Facebook. 
 
10. I am in tune with the Facebook world. 
 
11. I am able to connect with other people on 
Facebook. 
 
1. I feel like an outsider when using SNSs for 
personal use. (reverse coded) 
 
2. I feel distant from people in my personal 
networks on SNSs. (reverse coded) 
 
3. I see myself as a loner in my personal 
network on SNSs. (reverse coded) 
 
4. I don’t see myself as related to most people 
on SNSs—that is, others outside my personal 
network. (reverse coded) 
 
5. In my personal use of these SNSs, I feel 
disconnected from others on the site. (reverse 
coded) 
 
6. I have little sense of togetherness when 
using SNSs for personal use.  
(reverse coded) 
 
7. In my personal use of SNSs, I am able to 
relate to others. 
 
8. I feel close to others in my personal use of 
SNSs. 
 
9. I feel understood by people in my personal 
use of SNSs. 
 
10. I am in tune with others in my personal 
use of SNSs. 
 
11. In my personal use of SNSs, I am able to 





The Facebook Social Connectedness Scale (FSC; Grieve et al., 2013) 
Revised for Course Social Networking Site (SNS) 
 
Directions. The statements below reflect various ways in which we view ourselves. These statements 
relate to your personal use of ONLY the following social networking sites (referred to as SNSs): Twitter, 
Facebook, Snapchat, Instagram. Rate the degree to which you feel the statements below describe you. 
Use the following scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 6 (Strongly Agree). There are no right or wrong 
answers. Each statement is also accompanied by a text box (optional) if you have something to say/add..  
 
Peer-level Items             Instructor-level Items   Unspecified Social Partner 
 
1. I feel distant from my 
classroom peers on the 
Course SNS.  
(reverse coded) 
 
2. I don’t see myself as 
related to my classroom peers 
on the Course SNS.  
(reverse coded) 
 
3. I have little sense of 
togetherness with my 
classroom peers on the 
Course SNS.  
(reverse coded) 
 
4. I am able to relate to my 
classroom peers in the Course 
SNS. 
 
5. I feel close to my 
classroom peers in the Course 
SNS. 
 
6. I feel understood by my 
classroom peers in the Course 
SNS. 
 
7. I am in tune with my 





1. I feel distant from my 
instructor on the Course SNS. 
(reverse coded) 
 
2. I don’t see myself as 
related to my instructor on the 
Course SNS.  
(reverse coded) 
 
3. I feel close to my instructor 
in the Course SNS. 
 
4. I feel understood by my 
instructor in the Course SNS. 
 
5. I am in tune with my 
instructor in the Course SNS. 
 
 
1. I feel like an outsider 




2. I see myself as a loner in 
the Course SNS.  
(reverse coded) 
 
3. I feel disconnected from 
others when using the SNS 
for this course.  
(reverse coded) 
 
4. I am able to connect with 





The Measure of Online Communication Attitude (MOCA; Ledbetter, 2009; Ledbetter et al., 2011) 
 
Original Items             Revised for Current Study 
 




‘out of the loop’ with my friends. 
 
2. If I lost Internet access, I think I would 
probably lose contact with many of my friends.  
 
3. Without the Internet, my social life would be 
drastically different.  
 
4. I would communicate less with my friends if I 
couldn’t talk with them online  
 
5. Losing Internet access would not change my 
social life at all. (reverse coded) 
 
6. Online communication is not an important part 
of my social life. (reverse coded). 
 
Please respond to the statements below as they relate 
to any one of the following social networking sites: 
Twitter, Instagram, Snapchat, Facebook. 
 
1. If I couldn’t communicate on SNSs like the 
ones mentioned, I would feel ‘out of the loop’ 
with my friends. 
 
2. If I lost SNSs like the ones mentioned, I think I 
would probably lose contact with many of my 
friends. 
 
3. Without these SNSs, my social life would be 
drastically different. 
 
4. I would communicate less with my friends if I 
didn’t have these SNSs.  
 
5. Losing these SNSs would not change my social 
life at all. (reverse coded) 
 
6. SNSs are not an important part of my social 
life. (reverse coded). 
 
 
Online Social Disclosure (OSD) Subscale 
7. I feel less nervous when sharing personal 
information online. 
 
8. I feel like I can be more open when I am 
communicating online. 
 
9. I feel like I can sometimes be more personal 
during Internet conversations. 
 
10. When online, I feel more comfortable 
disclosing personal information to a member of 
the opposite sex.  
 
11. I feel less shy when I am communicating 
online.  
 
12. I feel less embarrassed sharing personal 
information with another person online. 
 
13. It is easier to disclose personal info online. 
 
The statements below compare your feelings in face-
to-face interactions as related to your feelings in any one 
of the social networking sites identified for this study. 
   
7. I feel less nervous when sharing personal 
information on SNSs. 
 
8. I feel like I can be more open when I am 
communicating on SNSs. 
 
9. I feel like I can sometimes be more personal 
when interacting on SNSs. 
 
10. On SNSs, I feel more comfortable disclosing 
personal information to someone of the opposite sex 
 
11. I feel less shy when I am communicating on 
SNSs.  
 
12. I feel less embarrassed sharing personal 
information with others on SNSs. 
 
13. It is easier for me to disclose personal 






The Measure of Online Communication Attitude (MOCA; Ledbetter, 2009; Taylor et  al., 2017) 
 
 
Original Items             Revised for Current Study 
 
 






2. <Insert	medium	here>	is convenient.  
 
3. I like that it is easy to get ahold of people 
through <Insert	medium	here>. 
 
4. When life gets busy, <Insert	medium	here>	is 
a great way to communicate efficiently.  
 
5. <Insert	medium	here>	is a stress-free way to 
get in touch with someone. 
 
6. <Insert	medium	here> is fun. 
 
Each course in this study uses SNSs differently. The 
items below are written generally so as to account for 
the various types of integration. With specific regard to 
how your instructor integrated SNSs into the course, 
please rate your level of agreement with the following 
statements.  
 
1. I enjoyed communicating through SNSs, or 
about SNSs. 
 
2. SNSs were convenient to use for this course. 
 
3. I like that it was easy to get ahold of classroom 
peers with SNSs, or to access information relevant 
to the class. 
 
4. When life gets busy, SNSs are a great way to 
efficiently tackle course tasks. 
 
5. SNSs were a stress-free way to get in touch 
with classroom peers. 
 























Course Engagement and Disaffection Scale for College Students (Chi et al., 2010) 




1. I pay attention in class. *  
2. I try hard to understand the professor's lectures.  
3. When in class, I keep track of things I don't understand.  
Out-of-class  
4. I study for this class. *  
5. I keep up with the work for this class.  
6. I stay current with the readings.  
Above and beyond
7.    I try to get the most I can out of this class.*  
8. I try hard to do well in this class.  
9. This class makes me want to learn more about the topic.  
Emotional Engagement  
10. I enjoy the time I spend in this class. *
11. It's exciting to make connections between the ideas learned in this class. *  
12. The material we cover is interesting. *
13. The material we cover in class is challenging (in a good way).
14. This class gets my mind bubbling with thoughts and ideas.
15. This class is fun.
16. It's really fun to think about the material for this class.
17. The readings for this class are interesting.
18. I like telling others about what I’ve learned in this class.  
Behavioral Disaffection  
 
In-Class  
19. It's hard to make myself come to this class. *  
20. When I’m in this class, my mind wanders.  
21. I work on other things when I'm in this class.  
Care-less  
22. In this class, I do just enough to get by. *
23. I just learned the stuff in class to pass the test(s).
24. I don’t care if I miss class.
Out-of-class
25. Outside of class, I don't put much work in on this course. *  
26. I don’t really study for the class.
27. Anything I do for this class is always last minute.  
 
Emotional Disaffection  
Boredom  
28. The instructor's lectures are pretty dull. *  
29. This class is no fun.
30. When in class, I feel bored.
Worry  
31. This class is stressing me out. *
32. When assignments are coming up in this class, I worry a lot.  
33. I feel overwhelmed in this class.
Amotivation
34. Sitting in class is a waste of my time. *
35. When I am in this class, I can’t wait for it to be over.













Time 1 Qualitative Insight on Belonging in the Personal Context of SNSs 
 
 
FSC Item: Student Commentary 
Q1. 1. I feel like an outsider 
when using SNSs for personal 
use.  
 
I don't feel like an outsider nor a loner. 
 
I don't feel like an outsider, I just feel like social media isn't for me. I prefer 
having face to face connections than Social media. 
 
Not really an outsider, I just don't post things on SNS. It's too time 
consuming. I have friends and family all over the world. That's primarily 
what I use it for, to stay connected to them. 
 
Q2. I feel distant from people in 
my personal network on SNSs. 
 
 
My personal network does not rely on SNSs to stay strong or active. It merely 
supplements relationships when necessary. 
 
Not the same as talking to directly. 
 
Q3. I see myself as a loner in my 
personal network on SNSs. 
 
 
I don't feel like an outsider nor a loner. 
 
I just don't post often. Everyone I'm close with will know everything from 
conversations. 
 
Q4. I don’t see myself as related 
to most people on SNSs.  
 
I just feel like people spend too much time on SNS and not enough time with 
the people right in front of them. 
 
Most people care too much about their projected image on SNSs. 
 
The internet is crazy. 
 
Q5. I feel disconnected from 
others in my personal use of 
SNSs. 
A comment on your post is not the same as human interaction. 
 
Long distance relationship. 
 
Q6. I have little sense of 
togetherness with others in my 
personal use of SNSs. 
 
 
Long distance relationships. 
 
I just feel like people spend too much time on SNS and not enough time with 
the people right in front of them. 
 
Q7. I am able to relate to others 
in my personal use of SNSs. 
 
But I feel like it is for a great so I make myself relate sometimes. 
 
Depending on the type of post, of course you can relate. But most of the time 
I can't because there's nothing to relate to. 
 
Q8.  I feel close to others in my 
personal use of SNSs. 
 
No participant comments. 
Q9. I feel understood by people 
in my personal use of SNSs. 
 
I belong to a Facebook group dedicated to a comic that I like and it's great. 
 
I do not use SNSs in this matter meaning I am not dependent on them for 
these types of feelings. 
 
Q10. I am in tune with others in 
my personal use of SNSs. 
 
 
I don't understand people that feel the need to post every fleeting thought that 
goes through their minds or every fight, or situation they are going through 
to the public. 
 
Q11. I am able to connect with 
others in my personal use of 
SNSs. 
I do not use SNSs in this matter meaning I am not dependent on them for 






Time 1 Personal SNS Appeal 
 




It cuts out the small talk:   
Being caught up with moment-to-
moment happenings of people's days 
(b/c of SNSs) eliminates the need to 
discuss the fluff of everyday life 
when people get together face-to-
face. 
 
It’s easier or less time consuming:  
   Easier—SNSs are an interactional 
space that reduces worry of social 
judgment; SNSs are a convenient 
way to coordinate; Unlike my text 
messages, SNSs are not monitored 
by my parents. 
 
   Less time consuming—Phone 
conversations or face-to-face 
encounters are not usually necessary 
and take up more time than simply 
sharing or catching up with others 
the details of your life on social 
media. 
 
I communicate best in the digital 
world: Participants share reasons for 
the appeal of SNSs as related to a 
personal disposition, or personal 
impression of social exchanges 
(e.g., shy, being myself, no 
judgment, less rules, etc). 
 
Timeless: The SNS space has no 
boundaries for time. For example, I 
can leave a message on social media 
at any hour, whereas sending a text 
message imposes a real-time means 
of communication which may 
convey a sense of immediacy, or 
may even breech personal 
boundaries related to time 
constraints (different time zones, 








SNSs are just a comfortable space 
for me. 
 
“I really never have to be like ‘what have 
you been up to?’ ‘cause that whole like 
pre-hangout conversation is just 
completely gone because I know 
everything you’ve been doing. I know 
you posted like your mom yelled at you 
for this, like I know everything.” 
 
“It’s more easy because sometimes you 
don’t want to say something face-to-face. 
With the digital platform, you don’t have 





“Like time-wise, it’s more convenient to 
use social media. I can see what people are 
doing and then interact with them like I 





“In person, like I’m a very introverted 
person. Like I don’t really speak up in class, 
I don’t overshare, really. Whereas like on 
those networking sites, I guess like I feel 
like that is how I communicate best. Like 
not face to face…” 
 
 
“It’s nice because you’re able to like look 
back and see old posts and stuff, whereas 
like with pictures, like they can get lost, and 
videos could get destroyed.” 
 
“When I’m like taking a break, I go there 
<the SNS> and I just, or if I’m just waiting 
for something like a class, I go there 
because I’m bored.” 
 
“…the added convenience and being able to 
do it more frequently. Even if they don’t 
reply to you instantly, like the conversation 




“I feel comfortable on social media, like 
I’ve never not had it. Even in middle school 











Self-expression and freedom:  
SNSs are a context where students 
can be and interact without worry of 
social conventions. 
 
would chat with friends. You can talk to 
people all day long. Like if you’re in 
school, you’re in class, you’re doing 
something structured; or you’re at work, 
you’re doing something like a task. You can 
just like hop on and just chat and then like it 
becomes more comfortable to you.” 
 
 
“…and I stalk people who don’t like me, 
too. I want to see like how they’re doing 
and I don’t know.” 
 
“I am a shy person, sometimes I don’t have 
the courage to say something face-to-face. 
On SNSs, I can feel like I can share things.” 
 
“You can be whoever you want to be 
online, which is creepy, but you could 
literally be whoever you want…I am funny 
in normal life, but obviously my tweets like 
I like thought about them. I typed them out 
and thought about it and was like ‘Oh, 
that’s funny’ and then I’m like hmmmm I 
can post that. I typed it out, re-read it and 
was like ‘Okay yeah, it’s funny enough.’ In 
real life like I can’t make sure everything’s 
exactly how I want…You can do whatever 
you want on the internet. There’s really not 
a lot of rules. You can photoshop your 
pictures and then have conversations with 
people who think you’re like the size of a 
twig…you can’t achieve that in real life. 
Face to face they’re going to know you’re 
not the size of a twig.” 
 















Stay updated or connected:  






“Sometimes when I’m studying and I just 
need a little break, I’ll go on and see some 
funny videos or funny pictures and stuff. 
Memes, too. And then it’ll kind of <spark> 
a sense of belonging; but not really with my 
friends as much. My close friends, they’re 
not really on it as much. But if I see like 
something that I think they’d enjoy, I would 
share it with them.” 
 
“With Twitter, it’s more like ‘this is funny, 




“How I use it…it’s kinda like just what 
people are doing or what big things they’re 
attending or whatever.” 
 
“…like feeling like the sense of belonging 
when I’m having people like updated and 




Just scrolling:  





Enhancing existing relationships or 
adding to face-to-face interaction: 





“When I did use it, like I would wake up in 
the morning and lay in the bed sometimes 
for 20 to 30 minutes and just scroll. So that 
was a distraction when I could be getting up 
and doing what I needed to do…” 
 
“If you’re following somebody that you 
know and you just see them post something 
that they probably wouldn’t bring up in a 
conversation, it’s just nice to know and 
when you see them in person, you just 
mention it.” 
 
Appeal other To relive or reminisce: Moments can 





Speed of information / Ease of 
contact: Communication via SNSs 
is quick and easy. Also includes 
excerpts that convey a 
directness/"no small talk" kind of 
appeal (e.g., P#802: uses tags 
without comment because it's just a 
"hey this reminds me of you" type 
of content shared). 
 
 
SNSs are an escape for me: Using 
SNSs as an escape from current 






The content draws me in: Participants 
explain it's the videos or memes that 
















“…if you want to go back and read 
stuff…you could go back to it and you can 
say, ‘Oh, I feel good about myself in that 
moment or whatever.’” 
 
 
“It’s just quick to the point.” 
 
“It is easier to stay connected to be able to 
like just text someone or like send them a 
Twitter message…With family, it’s easier 
to stay connected using social media cause 
they post pictures and stuff and it’s not 




“I think I just kind of use social networking 
as like an escape.” 
 
“I kind of use it to kill time when I’m like 
waiting for stuff. I’ll just scroll through and 
see what other people are posting.” 
 
 
“Honestly, the thing that scares me about 
deleting my Instagram the most is I don’t 
want to miss out on the content, which I’m 
actually avidly looking for different blog 
sites that I can go to instead so that way I 
don’t feel like I’m losing that I don’t want 
to say ‘influence’ but more of the 
inspiration and like the self-help pages or 
the inspiration or the fashion.” 
 
“A lot of times I just like share a whole 
bunch of memes and videos…A few 
months ago when I was studying for finals, 
my family was like texting me and they 
were like ‘Hey are you okay? I haven’t seen 




It opens the door to possibilities: 
Students discuss this idea that SNSs 
yield a space for broadened 
networks wherein they can more 
readily discover relatability to 











“It also kind of gives you a sense of hope. 
Like if you know someone, or if you have 
someone who knows somebody who has 
done something that you want to do, it 
could give you a sense of hope.” 
 
“On Twitter whenever I see people tweet 
stuff that I can relate to or understand, it 
makes me feel more connected to that type 
of community.” 
 
(As a dancer, herself): “Facebook is my 
more professional SNS per se…I use it for 
like dance people that I meet in the dance 










Student E-mail Correspondence 
 
Oct 25, 2019 
Hi Christie, 
 
I wanted to follow up on the research interview I did with you last month. Just this week, I actually 
created a Facebook profile to participate in the Facebook group for my accounting class. I realized how 
many bonus points I was missing out on and decided that I should probably make the account to help 
others on their homework or receive help when I needed it. Last night, someone I didn't know posted in 
the group that they were working on their accounting homework in the library and I actually met up with 
them to work together on the homework. 
 
I'm not going to keep my Facebook profile after the semester ends, but just wanted to update you on 
how I'm using social media for the class now. Let me know if you have any other questions that can help 
you on your research. 
 




Oct 25, 2019 
Hi XXXX! 
 
It’s a pleasure to receive word from you.  And THANK YOU SO SO MUCH for this update!!!  I’ll put 
this into my data right now ;)  You are a gem for taking your time to update me!   
 
On another note, I’m really happy to hear that you’ve opened yourself up to try something new.  I know 
we talked about your hesitation to do so and that you didn’t really feel the “need” to participate in the 
group, so I’m super excited to hear your shift in thought (even if it was motivated by extra 
credit).  What’s most significant here is that although EC prompted your participation in the FB group, 
you weren’t receiving any brownie points for meeting up with classroom peers.  That aspect is all very 
authentic to how you identify your value as a student in that course.  I bet you were of monumental help 
to each other.  Good for you, XXXX! This is so wonderful for so many reasons! 
 
That’s such great news!  Really, this story just makes my day!!   
 
I’ll be sure to reach out if further questions arise.  Thanks for being open to that, and thanks for the 
communication.  Also, the gift cards are coming soon <fingers crossed>.  My deepest apologies, there’s 
nothing I can do but wait for the approval to be granted. I’ll be in touch :) 
 
 







Oct 25, 2019 
Hey Christie, 
 
Glad to have been of such help! My opinion of Facebook still hasn't changed much, though. Even 
though I haven't added ANY friends and just put a few basic things in (like what high school I went to 
and what my degree is at <University Name>), the algorithms have been pretty accurate in guessing who 
I know. I'm creeped out by that- I feel like it's kept my data from when I used to have a Facebook back 
in middle school and it's using info that I have from LinkedIn and my emails to figure out who else I talk 
to. I don't like that at all.  
 
There's also certain features that are dumb- if I want to message someone I have to open the Messenger 
app. You used to be able to message people directly from Facebook before, but now you have to use 
Messenger, which requires you to put in your phone number. It's just a bunch of extra data that I have to 
share that I don't really want to with a company that turns around and sells that info to other companies 
and organizations. 
 
But oh well. I gave Facebook permission for the time being because I didn't want to miss out on extra 








Abe, P., & Jordan, N. A. (2013). Integrating social media into the classroom curriculum. About 
Campus, 18(1), 16-20. 
Ainsworth, M. D. S. (1979). Infant–mother attachment. American Psychologist, 34, 932–937.  
Al-Menayes, J. J. (2015). Social media use, engagement and addiction as predictors of academic 
performance. International Journal of Psychological Studies, 7(4), 86-94. 
Allen, K., Kern, M. L., Vella-Brodrick, D., Hattie, J., & Waters, L. (2018). What schools need to 
know about fostering school belonging: A meta-analysis. Educational Psychology 
Review, 30, 1-34. 
 Allen, K., Vella-Brodrick, & Waters, L. (2016). Fostering school belonging in secondary 
schools using a socio-ecological framework. The Educational and Developmental 
Psychologist, 33(1), 97-121. 
Anderman, E. M. (2002). School effects on psychological outcomes during adolescence. Journal 
of Educational Psychology, 94(4), 795. 
Appleton, J., Christenson, S., & Furlong, M. (2008). Student engagement with school: Critical 
conceptual and methodological issues of the construct. Psychology in the Schools, 45(5), 
369–386.  
Arnett, J. J. (2000). Emerging adulthood: A theory of development from the late teens through 
the twenties. American psychologist, 55(5), 469. 
Arnett, J. J. (2014). Emerging adulthood: The winding road from the late teens through the 
twenties (2nd edition). Oxford University Press. 
Arnett, J. J. (2018). Conceptual Foundations of Emerging Adulthood. Emerging Adulthood and 
Higher Education: A New Student Development Paradigm, 11. 
Arnett, J. J., & Tanner, J. L. (Eds.). (2006). Emerging adults in America: Coming of age in the 
21st century. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 
Astin, A. W. (1975). Preventing students from dropping out. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Astin, A.W. (1999). Student involvement: A developmental theory for higher education. Journal 
of College Student Development, 40(5), 518-529.  
Bajko, R., Hodson, J., Seaborn, K., Livingstone, P., & Fels, D. (2016). Edugamifying Media 
Studies: Student Engagement, Enjoyment, and Interest in Two Multimedia and Social 
Media Undergraduate Classrooms. Information Systems Education Journal, 14(6), 55. 
 192 
Baker, L. R., & Hitchcock, L. I. (2017). Using Pinterest in Undergraduate Social Work 
Education: Assignment Development and Pilot Survey Results. Journal of Social Work 
Education, 53(3), 535-545. 
Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire for interpersonal 
attachments as a fundamental human motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117, 497–529.  
Beachboard, M. R., Beachboard, J. C., Li, W., & Adkison, S. R. (2011). Cohorts and relatedness: 
Self-determination theory as an explanation of how learning communities affect 
educational outcomes. Research in Higher Education, 52(8), 853-874. 
Becker, R., & Bishop, P. (2016). “Think bigger about science”: Using Twitter for learning in the 
middle grades. Middle School Journal, 47(3), 4-16. 
Bennett, S. J., & Maton, K. A. (2010). Beyond the ‘digital natives’ debate: Towards a more 
nuanced understanding of students’ technology experiences. Journal of Computer 
Assisted Learning, 26, 321–331.  
Best, P., Manktelow, R., & Taylor, B. (2014). Online communication, social media and 
adolescent wellbeing: A systematic narrative review. Children and Youth Services 
Review, 41, 27-36. 
Bharucha, J. (2018). Exploring education-related use of social media: Business students 
perspectives in a changing India. Education + Training, 60(2), 198-212. 
Bingham, G. E., & Okagaki, L. (2012) Ethnicity and student engagement. In S. L. Christenson, 
A. L. Reschly, & C. Wylie (Eds.), Handbook of Research on Student Engagement (pp. 
65-95). New York: Springer. 
Boatman, A., & Long, B. T. (2016). Does financial aid impact college student engagement? 
Evidence from the Gates Millennium Scholars Program. Research in Higher Education, 
57, 653-681. 
Bowlby, J. (1969/1973). Attachment and loss (Vols. 1 and 2). New York: Basic Books.  
Brandtzæg, P. B. (2012). Social networking sites: Their users and social implications—A 
longitudinal study. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 17, 467-488. 
Bronfenbrenner, U. (1977). Toward an experimental ecology of human development. American 
Psychologist, 32(7), 513-531. 
Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The ecology of human development: Experiments by design and 
nature. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
 193 
Bronfenbrenner, U. (1994). Ecological Models of Human Development. In International 
Encyclopedia of Education, Vol. 3 (2nd Edition). Oxford: Elsevier. Reprinted in: Gauvain, 
M. & Cole, M. (Eds.), Readings on the development of children, 2nd Edition (1993, pp. 
37-43). NY: Freeman. 
Bronfenbrenner, U., & Morris, P. A. (1998). The Ecology of Developmental Processes. In W. 
Damon, & R. M. Lerner (Eds.), Handbook of Child Psychology (Vol. 1, pp. 993-1028). 
New York: John Wiley. 
Burke, M., Marlow, C., & Lento, T. (2010). Social network activity and social well-being. 
Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (pp. 
1909-1912). ACM. doi: 10.1145/1753326.1753613 
Buzzelli, A., Holdan, E. G., Rota, D., & McCarthy, J. (2016). Utilizing Twitter for Concept 
Learning. International Journal of Information and Communication Technology 
Education (IJICTE), 12(1), 64-76. 
Cacioppo, J. T., & Patrick, W. (2008). Loneliness: Human nature and the need for social 
connection. New York, NY: WW Norton & Company.  
Carpenter, J. P. (2014). Twitter's capacity to support collaborative learning. International 
Journal of Social Media and Interactive Learning Environments, 2(2), 103-118. 
Carpenter, J. P., & Krutka, D. G. (2014). How and why educators use Twitter: A survey of the 
field. Journal of Research on Technology in Education, 46(4),414-434. 
Castillo-Montoya, M. (2016). Preparing for interview research: The interview protocol 
refinement framework. The Qualitative Report, 21(5), 811-831. 
Cecil, S. M., & Denise L, L. (2017). Digital Technologies and Adults: Social Networking, 
Holding Environments, and Intellectual Development. Learning, Design, and 
Technology: An International Compendium of Theory, Research, Practice, and Policy, 1-
19. 
Chaffey, D. Smart Insights Ltd. Retrieved on April 14, 2019 from 
https://www.smartinsights.com/social-media-marketing/social-media-strategy/new-
global-social-media-research/ 
Chapman, R. L., Buckley, L., Sheehan, M., & Shochet, I. (2013). School-based programs for 
increasing connectedness and reducing risk behavior: A systematic review. Educational 
Psychology Review, 25(1), 95-114. 
 194 
Chen, B., & Bryer, T. (2012). Investigating instructional strategies for using social media in 
formal and informal learning. The International Review of Research in Open and 
Distance Learning, 13(1), 87-104. 
Chen, L., & Chen, T. L. (2012). Use of Twitter for formative evaluation: Reflections on trainer 
and trainees' experiences. British Journal of Educational Technology, 43(2), E49-E52. 
Chen, P. S. D., Lambert, A. D., & Guidry, K. R. (2010). Engaging online learners: The impact of 
Web-based learning technology on college student engagement. Computers & 
Education, 54(4), 1222-1232. 
Chi, U., Skinner, E. A., & Kindermann, T. A. (2010). Engagement and Disaffection in the 
College Classroom: Construction and Validation of a Measurement Tool to Assess 
Students’ Motivation to Learn. Technical Report, Portland State University. 
Chickering, A. W. & Gamson, Z. F. (1987) Seven principles for good practice in undergraduate 
education, AAHE Bulletin, 39, 3–7.  
Christenson, Reschly, & Wylie (Eds.), Handbook of Research on Student Engagement. New 
York: Springer.   
Christenson, S. L., Sinclair, M. F., Lehr, C. A., & Godber, Y. (2001). Promoting successful 
school completion: Critical conceptual and methodological guidelines. School 
Psychology Quarterly, 16(4), 468-484. 
Chromey, K. J., Duchsherer, A., Pruett, J., & Vareberg, K. (2016) Double-edged sword: Social 
media use in the classroom, Educational Media International, 53(1), 1-12. 
Coates, H. (2007). A model of online and general campus-based student engagement. Assessment 
& Evaluation in Higher Education, 32(2), 121-141. 
Collie, R. J., Holliman, A. J., & Martin, A. J. (2017). Adaptability, engagement and academic 
achievement at university. Educational Psychology, 37(5), 632-647. 
Common Sense Education. Retrieved on April 13, 2019 from 
https://www.commonsense.org/education/top-picks/social-networks-for-students-and-
teachers 
Connell, J. P. (1990). Context, self, and action: A motivational analysis of self-system processes 
across the life span. In D. Cicchetti & M. Beeghly (Eds.), The John D. and Catherine T. 
MacArthur foundation series on mental health and development. The self in transition: 
Infancy to childhood (pp. 61-97). Chicago, IL, US: University of Chicago Press. 
 195 
Connell, J. P., Halpern-Felsher, B. L., Clifford, E., Crichlow, W., & Usinger, P. (1995). Journal 
of Adolescent Research, 10(1), 41-63.  
Connell, J. P., Spencer, M. B., & Aber, J. L. (1994). Educational risk and resilience in African 
American youth: Context, self, and action outcomes in school. Child Development, 65, 
493-506. 
Connell, J. P., & Wellborn, J. G. (1991). Competence, autonomy, and relatedness: A 
motivational analysis of self system processes. In M. R. Gunnar & L. A. Sroufe (Eds.), 
Self processes and development: The Minnesota symposia on child psychology (Vol. 23, 
pp. 43–77). Hillsdale, NJ: L. Erlbaum Associates.  
Covington, M. V. (2002). Rewards and intrinsic motivation: A needs-based developmental 
perspective. In F. Pajares & T. Urdan (Eds.), Academic motivation of adolescents (pp. 
169-192). Greenwich, CT: Information Age.  
Cunningham, C. A. (2009). Transforming schooling through technology: Twenty-first-century 
approaches to participatory learning. Education and Culture, 25(2), 46-61. 
Creswell, J. W. (2007). Qualitative inquiry & research design: Choosing among five 
approaches. Sage Publications. 
Creswell, J. W., & Clark, V. L. P. (2011). Designing and conducting mixed methods research. 
Sage publications. 
Dabbagh, N., & Fake, H. (2017). College students’ perceptions of personal learning 
environments through the lens of digital tools, processes and spaces. Journal of New 
Approaches in Educational Research, 6(1), 28-36. 
Dabbagh, N., & Kitsantas, A. (2012). Personal Learning Environments, social media, and self-
regulated learning: A natural formula for connecting formal and informal learning. 
Internet and Higher Education, 15, 3-8. 
Dabbagh, N., & Kitsantas, A. (2013). The role of social media in self-regulated learning. 
International Journal of Web Based Communities, 9(2), 256-273. 
Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in human 
behavior. New York: Plenum Press.  
Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1991). A motivational approach to self: Integration in personality. In 
R. Dienstbier (Ed.), Nebraska symposium on motivation (Vol. 38, pp. 237–288). Lincoln: 
University of Nebraska Press 
 196 
Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2000). The" what" and" why" of goal pursuits: Human needs and the 
self-determination of behavior. Psychological Inquiry, 11(4), 227-268. 
Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2014). The importance of universal psychological needs for 
understanding motivation in the workplace. In M. Gagné (Ed.), The Oxford handbook of 
work engagement, motivation, and self-determination theory, 13-32. New York, NY, US: 
Oxford University Press. 
Deci, E. L., Vallerand, R. J., Pelletier, L. G., & Ryan, R. M. (1991). Motivation and education: 
The self-determination perspective. Educational Psychologist, 26, 642-650. 
DeCuir-Gunby, J. T., & Schutz, P. A. (2017). Developing a mixed methods proposal: A practical 
guide for beginning researchers. SAGE Publications. 
Dhir, A., Buragga, K., & Boreqqah, A. A. (2013). Tweeters on campus: Twitter a learning tool in 
classroom? Journal of  Universal Computer Science, 19(5), 672-691. 
Domizi, D. P. (2013). Microblogging to foster connections and community in a weekly graduate 
seminar course. TechTrends, 57(1), 43-51. 
Dupont, S., Galand, B., Nils, F., & Hospel, V. (2014). Social context, self-perceptions and 
student engagement: A SEM investigation of the self-system model of motivational 
development (SSMMD). https://www.redalyc.org/articulo.oa?id=293130506001 
Eccles, J. S., & Midgley, C. (1989). Stage-environment fit: Developmentally appropriate 
classrooms for early adolescents. In R. E. Ames & C. Ames (Eds.), Research on 
Motivation in Education (Vol. 3, pp. 139-186). San Diego, CA: Academic Press. 
Eccles., J. S., Midgley, C., Wigfield, A., Buchanan, C. M., Reuman, D., Flanagan, C., & Iver, D. 
M. (1993). Development during adolescence: The impact of stage-environment fit on 
adolescents’ experiences in schools and families. American Psychologist, 48, 90–101. 
Eccles, J. S., & Wigfield, A. (2002). Motivational beliefs, values, and goals. Annual Review of 
Psychology, 53, 109-132. 
Elliott, D. S., & Voss, H. L. (1974). Delinquency and dropout. 
Finn, J. D. (1989). Withdrawing from school. Review of Educational Research, 59(2), 117-142.  
Finn, J. D., & Cox, D. (1992). Participation and withdrawal among fourth-grade 
pupils. American Educational Research Journal, 29(1), 141-162. 
Finn, J. D., & Rock, D. A. (1997). Academic success among students at risk for school failure. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 82(2), 221–234.  
 197 
Finn, J. D., Stott, M. W., & Zarichny, K. T. (1988). School performance of adolescents in 
juvenile court. Urban Education, 23(2), 150-161. 
Finn, J. D., & Voelkl, K. E. (1993). School characteristics related to student engagement. 
Journal of Negro Education, 62(3), 249-268. 
Finn, J. D., & Zimmer, K. S. (2012). Student engagement: What is it? Why does it matter? In S. 
L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly, & C. Wylie (Eds.), Handbook of Research on Student 
Engagement (pp. 97-131). New York: Springer. 
Flynn, D. (2014). Baccalaureate attainment of college students at 4-year institutions as a function 
of student engagement behaviors: Social and academic student engagement behaviors 
matter. Research in Higher Education, 55(5), 467-493. 
Fong, C. J., Davis, C. W., Kim, Y., Won Kim, Y., Marriott, L., & Yeon Kim, S. (2017). 
Psychosocial factors and community college student success: A meta-analytic 
investigation. Review of Educational Research, 87(2), 388-424. 
Fox, J., & Moreland, J. J. (2015). The dark side of social networking sites: An exploration of the 
relational and psychological stressors associated with Facebook use and affordances. 
Computers in Human Behavior, 45, 168–176. DOI: 10.1016/j.chb.2014.11.083. 
Fredricks, J. A., Blumenfeld, P., Friedel, J., & Paris, A. (2005). School engagement. In What do 
children need to flourish? (pp. 305-321). Springer, Boston, MA. 
Fredricks, J. A., Blumenfeld, P. C., & Paris, A. H. (2004). School Engagement: Potential of the 
Concept, State of the Evidence. Review of Educational Research, 74 (1), pp 59–109.  
Fredricks, J. A., Filsecker, M., & Lawson, M. A. (2016). Student engagement, context, and 
adjustment: Addressing definitional, measurement, and methodological issues. Learning 
and Instruction, 43.  
Furrer, C. J. (2010). Capturing the friendship context with a collective property: Friendship 
group engagement vs. disaffection. Journal of Adolescence, 33, 853-867. 
Furrer, C., & Skinner, E. (2003). Sense of relatedness as a factor in children’s academic 
engagement and performance. Journal of Educational Psychology, 95, 148–162. 
Furrer, C. J., Skinner, E., Marchand, G., & Kindermann, T. A. (2006, March). Engagement vs. 
disaffection as central constructs in the dynamics of motivational development. Paper 
presented at the annual meeting of the Society for Research on Adolescence, San 
Francisco, CA.  
 198 
Furrer, C. J., Skinner, E. A., & Pitzer, J. R. (2014). The influence of teacher and peer 
relationships on students’ classroom engagement and everyday motivational resilience. 
National Society for the Study of Education, 113(1), 101-123. 
Gillen-O’Neel, C., & Fuligni, A. (2013). A longitudinal study of school belonging and academic 
motivation across high school. Child Development, 84(2), 678-692. 
Goodenow, C. (1993). Classroom belonging among early adolescent students: Relationships to 
motivation and achievement. The Journal of Early Adolescence, 13(1), 21-43. 
Gray, D. (2017). Is psychological membership in the classroom a function of standing out while 
fitting in? Implications for achievement motivation and emotions. Journal of School 
Psychology, 61, 103-121.  
Gray, L. (2018). Exploring how and why young people use social networking sites. Educational 
Psychology in Practice, 34(2), 175-194, DOI: 10.1080/02667363.2018.1425829  
Greeno, J. G. (1997). On claims that answer the wrong questions. Educational 
Researcher, 26(1), 5-17. 
Grieve, R., & Kemp, N. (2015). Individual differences predicting social connectedness derived 
from Facebook: Some unexpected findings. Computers in Human Behavior, 51, 293-243. 
Grieve, R., Indian, M., Witteveen, K., Tolan, G. A., & Marrington, J. (2013). Face-to-face or 
Facebook: Can social connectedness be derived online? Computers in Human Behavior, 
29, 604–609. 
Guiffrida, D. A., Lynch, M. F., Wall, A. F., & Abel, D. S. (2013). Do reasons for attending 
college affect academic outcomes?: A test of a motivational model from a self-
determination theory perspective. Journal of College Student Development, 54(2), 121-
139. 
Hilpert, J. C., & Marchand, G. C. (2018). Complex systems research in educational psychology: 
Aligning theory and method. Educational Psychologist, 53(3), 185-202. 
Holland, D., & Lave, J. (2009). Social practice theory and the historical production of persons. 
Actio: An International Journal of Human Activity Theory, 2, 1-15. 
Jacobsen, W. C., & Forste, R. (2011). The wired generation: Academic and social outcomes of 
electronic media use among university students. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social 
Networking, 14(5), 275-280. 
 199 
Jang, H., Kim, E. J., & Reeve, J. (2012). Longitudinal test of self-determination theory's 
motivation mediation model in a naturally occurring classroom context. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 104(4), 1175. 
Jang, H., Kim, E. J., & Reeve, J. (2016). Why students become more engaged or more 
disengaged during the semester: A self-determination theory dual-process 
model. Learning and Instruction, 43, 27-38. 
Järvelä, S., & Volet, S. (2004).  Motivation in Real-Life, Dynamic, and Interactive Learning 
Environments: Stretching Constructs and Methodologies. European Psychologist, 9(4), 
193–197. 
Jimerson, S. J., Campos, E., & Greif, J. L. (2003). Towards an understanding of definitions and 
measures of school engagement and related terms. The California School Psychologist, 8, 
7–27.  
Junco, R. (2012). The relationship between frequency of Facebook use, participation in 
Facebook activities, and student engagement. Computers & Education, 58, 162-171. 
Junco, R., Elavsky, C. M., & Heiberger, G. (2013). Putting twitter to the test: Assessing 
outcomes for student collaboration, engagement and success. British Journal of 
Educational Technology, 44(2), 273-287. 
Junco, R., Heiberger, G., & Loken, E. (2011). The effect of Twitter on college student 
engagement and grades. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 27, 119-132. 
Kiefer, S., Alley, K. M., & Ellerbrock, C. R. (2015). Teacher and Peer Support for Young 
Adolescents’ Motivation, Engagement, and School Belonging. Research in Middle Level 
Education, 38(8), 1-18.  
Kindermann, T. A. (2007). Effects of naturally existing peer groups on changes in academic 
engagement in a cohort of sixth graders. Child Development, 78(4), 1186-1203. 
Kindermann, T. A. (2011). Commentary: The invisible hand of the teacher. Journal of Applied 
Developmental Psychology, 32(5), 304-308. 
Kindermann, T., & Vollet, J. W. (2014). Social networks within classroom ecologies: Peer 
effects on students’ engagement of relationships with teachers and parents. Zeitschrift für 
Erziehungswissenschaft, 17(5), 135-151. 
Klein, R. B. (1998). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. New York: 
Guilford.  
 200 
Krause, K. L., & Coates, H. (2008). Students’ engagement in first-year university. Assessment & 
Evaluation in Higher Education, 33(5), 493-505. 
Krutka, D. G., Nowell, S., & Whitlock, A. M. (2017). Towards a social media pedagogy: 
Successes and shortcomings in educative uses of Twitter with teacher candidates. Journal 
of Technology and Teacher Education, 25(2), 215-240. 
Kuh, G. D. (2002). The National Survey of Student Engagement: Conceptual framework and 
overview of psychometric properties. Bloomington: Indiana University, Center for 
Postsecondary Research.  
Kuh, G. D., Hu, S., & Vesper, N. (2000). "They shall be known by what they do": An activities-
based typology of college students. Journal of College Student Development, 41(2), 228-
244.  
Lam, S.-F., Wong, B. P. H., Yang, H., & Liu, Y. (2012). Understanding student engagement with 
a contextual model.  In S. L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly, & C. Wylie (Eds.), Handbook of 
Research on Student Engagement (pp. 403-419). New York: Springer.   
Larsen-Freeman, D. (2015). Ten ‘lessons’ from complex dynamic systems theory: What is on 
offer. Motivational Dynamics in Language Learning, 11-19. 
Lawson, M. A., & Lawson, H. A. (2013). New conceptual frameworks for student engagement 
research, policy, and practice. Review of Educational Research, 83(3), 432-479. 
Ledbetter, A. M. (2009). Measuring online communication attitude: Instrument development and 
validation. Communication Monographs, 76(4), 463-486. 
Ledbetter, A. M., Mazer, J. P., DeGroot, J. M., Meyer, K. R., Mao, Y., & Swafford, B. (2011). 
Attitudes toward online social connection and self-disclosure as predictors of Facebook 
communication and relational closeness. Communication Research, 38(1), 27-53. 
Lee, R. M., Draper, M., & Lee, S. (2001). Social connectedness, dysfunctional interpersonal 
behaviors, and psychological distress: Testing a mediator model. Journal of Counselling 
Psychology, 48, 310-318. 
Lehr, C. A., Sinclair, M. F., & Christenson, S. L. (2004). Addressing student engagement and 
truancy prevention during the elementary years: A replication study of the Check & 
Connect model. Journal of Education for Students Placed At-Risk, 9(3), 279–301.  
Lemke, J. L. (2000). Across the scales of time: Artifacts, activities, and meanings in ecosocial 
systems. Mind, Culture, and Activity, 7(4), 273-290. 
 201 
Lin, M. F. G., Hoffman, E. S., & Borengasser, C. (2013). Is social media too social for class? A 
case study of Twitter use. TechTrends, 57(2), 39-45. 
Linnenbrink-Garcia, L., Patall, E. A., & Pekrun, R. (2016). Adaptive motivation and emotion in 
education: Research and principles for instructional design. Policy Insights from the 
Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 3(2), 228-236. 
Liu, D., & Yang, C. C. (2016). Media niche of electronic communication channels in friendship: 
A meta-analysis. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 21(6), 451-466. 
Manago, A. M., Taylor, T., & Greenfield, P. M. (2012). Me and my 400 friends: The anatomy of 
college students’ Facebook networks, their communication patterns, and well-being. 
Developmental Psychology, 48(2), 369-380. 
Marchand, G. C., & Gutierrez, A. P. (2016). Processes involving perceived instructional support, 
task value, and engagement in graduate education. The Journal of Experimental 
Education, 1–20. 
Marino, C., Vieno, A., Moss, A. C., Caselli, G., Nikčević, A. V., & Spada, M. M. (2016). 
Personality, motives and metacognitions as predictors of problematic Facebook use in 
university students. Personality and Individual Differences, 101, 70-77. 
Marker, C., Gnambs, T., & Appel, M. (2018). Active on Facebook and failing at school? Meta-
analytic findings on the relationship between online social networking activities and 
academic achievement. Educational Psychology Review, 30, 651-677. 
Marsh, H. W., Trautwein, U., Lüdtke, O., Köller, O., & Baumert, J. (2005). Academic self-
concept, interest, grades, and standardized test scores: Reciprocal effects models of 
causal ordering. Child Development, 76(2), 397-416. 
Martin, A. J. (2009). Motivation and engagement across the academic life span: A 
developmental construct validity study of elementary school, high school, and 
university/college students. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 69(5), 794-
824.  
Martin, A. J., & Dowson, M. (2009). Interpersonal relationships, motivation, engagement, and 
achievement: Yields for theory, current issues, and educational practice. Review of 
Educational Research, 79(1), 327-365. 
Martin, M. (2018). IIEP Policy Brief: Linking External and Internal Quality Assurance 




McCrudden, M. T., Marchand, G., & Schutz, P. (2019). Mixed methods in educational 
psychology inquiry. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 57. doi: 
10.1016/j.cedpsych.2019.01.008 
McDill, E. L., Natriello, G., & Pallas, A. M. (1985). Raising standards and retaining students: 
The impact of the reform recommendations on potential dropouts. Review of Educational 
Research, 55(4), 415-433. 
Mikami, A. Y., Ruzek, E. A., Hafen, C. A., Gregory, A., & Allen, J. P. (2017). Perceptions of 
relatedness with classroom peers promote adolescents’ behavioral engagement and 
achievement in secondary school. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 46(11), 2341-2354. 
Mikami, A. Y., Szwedo, D. E., Khalis, A., Jia, M., & Na, J. J. (2018). Online social interactions 
predict academic and emotional adjustment in the transition to university. Journal of 
Research on Adolescence. DOI: 10.1111/jora.12377  
National Center for Educational Statistics (2015). U. S. Department of Education. Demographic 
and Enrollment Characteristics of Nontraditional Undergraduates. Retrieved November 
2017 from: https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2015/2015025.pdf 
Neal, J. W., & Neal, Z. P. (2013). Nested or networked? Future directions for ecological systems 
theory. Social Development, 22(4), 722-737. 
Newman, B. M., & Newman, P. R. (1993, March 12). The importance of social groups for low-
income academically talented, minority youth. Paper presented at the Groves Conference 
on Marriage and the Family.  
Newmann, F. M., Wehlage, G. G., & Lamborn, S. D. (1992). The significance and sources of 
student engagement. In F. M. Newmann (Ed.), Student Engagement and Achievement in 
American Secondary Schools (pp. 11-39). New York, NY: Teachers College Press. 
Nolen, S. B., Horn, I. S., & Ward, C. J. (2015). Situating motivation. Educational 
Psychologist, 50(3), 234-247. 
Onwuegbuzie, A. J., & Johnson, R. B. (2006). The validity issue in mixed research. Research in 
the Schools, 13(1), 48-63. 
Osterman, K. F. (2000). Students’ need for belonging in the school community. Review of 
Educational Research, 70, 323–367.  
 203 
Pai, A., Cole, M., Kovacs, J., Lee, M., Stovall, K., & McGinnis, G. (2017). As Long As You Are 
Here, Can I Interest in You Some Science? Increasing Student Engagement by Co-opting 
a Social Networking Site, Facebook for Science Discussions. Journal of Educational 
Technology Systems, 46(2), 153-177. 
Pascarella, E.T., & Terenzini, P.T. (1991). How college affects students: Findings and insights 
from twenty years of research. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.  
Patall, E. A., Dent, A. L., Oyer, M., & Wynn, S. R. (2013). Student autonomy and course value: 
The unique and cumulative roles of various teacher practices. Motivation and Emotion, 
37(1), 14-32. 
Patall, E. A., Steingut, R. R., Vasquez, A. C., Trimble, S. S., Pituch, K. A., & Freeman, J. L. 
(2018). Daily autonomy supporting or thwarting and students’ motivation and 
engagement in the high school science classroom. Journal of Educational Psychology, 
110(2), 269-288. 
Patrick, H., Ryan, A. M., & Kaplan, A. (2007). Early adolescents' perceptions of the classroom 
social environment, motivational beliefs, and engagement. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 99(1), 83. 
Payne, A. A. (2008). A multilevel analysis of the relationships among communal school 
organization, student bonding, and delinquency. Journal of Research in Crime and 
Delinquency, 45, 429–455.  
Peters, D., Calvo, R. A., & Ryan, R. M. (2018a). Designing for motivation, engagement, and 
wellbeing in digital experience. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 1-15. 
Peters, A. M., Costello, J., & Crane, D. (2018b). Deviating from the Traditional Instructional 
Tools: Integrating Twitter in a Sociology of Deviance Course. Canadian Journal of 
Learning and Technology, 44(3). 
Pew Research Center (2019). Social Media Fact Sheet. http://www.pewinternet.org/fact-
sheet/social-media/ 
Quaye, S. J., & Harper, S. R. (Eds.). (2014). Student engagement in higher education: 
Theoretical perspectives and practical approaches for diverse populations. Routledge. 
Reeve, J. (2012). A self-determination theory perspective on student engagement. In S. L. 
Christenson, A. L. Reschly, & C. Wylie (Eds.), Handbook of Research on Student 
Engagement (pp. 149–172). New York: Springer. 
 204 
Reeve, J. (2013). How students create motivationally supportive learning environments for 
themselves: The concept of agentic engagement. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 105(3), 579. 
Reeve, J., & Lee, W. (2014). Students’ classroom engagement produces longitudinal changes in 
classroom motivation. Journal of Educational Psychology, 106(2), 527. 
Reich, S. M., Subrahmanyam, K., & Espinoza, G. (2012). Friending, IMing, and hanging out 
face-to-face: Overlap in adolescents' online and offline social networks. Developmental 
psychology, 48(2), 356. 
Reschly, A. L., & Christenson, S. L. (2012). Jingle, jangle, and conceptual haziness: Evolution 
and future directions of the engagement construct. In S. L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly, & 
C. Wylie (Eds.), Handbook of Research on Student Engagement (pp. 3–19). New York: 
Springer. 
Roblyer, M. D., McDaniel, M., Webb, M., Herman, J., & Witty, J. V. (2010). Findings on 
Facebook in higher education: A comparison of college faculty and student uses and 
perceptions of social networking sites. The Internet and Higher Education, 13(3), 134-
140. 
Rosen, L. D., Carrier, L. M., & Cheever, N. A. (2013). Facebook and texting made me do it: 
Media-induced task-switching while studying. Computers in Human Behavior, 29(3), 
948-958. 
Rumberger, R.W. (1987) High School Dropouts: A review of issues and evidence, Review of 
Educational Research, 57(2), pp. 101-121. 
Rumberger, R. W., & Rotermund, S. (2012). The relationship between engagement and high 
school dropout. In S. L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly, & C. Wylie (Eds.), Handbook of 
Research on Student Engagement (pp. 491-513). New York: Springer. 
Ruzek, E., & Schenke, K. (2018). The Tenuous Link between Classroom Perceptions and 
Motivation: A Within-person Longitudinal Study. Journal of Educational Psychology, 1-
15. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/edu0000323  
Ryan, A. M. (2001). The peer group as a context for the development of young adolescent 
motivation and achievement. Child Development, 72(4), 1135-1150. 
Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic 
motivation, social development, and well-being. American Psychologist, 55, 68–78.  
 205 
Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2002). Overview of self-determination theory: An organismic 
dialectical perspective. In: E. L. Deci & R. M. Ryan (Eds), Handbook of Self- 
determination Research (pp. 3–33). Rochester, NY: Rochester University Press.  
Ryu, S., & Lombardi, D. (2015). Coding classroom interactions for collective and individual 
engagement. Educational Psychologist, 50(1), 70-83. 
Saldaña, J. (2016). The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, 
CA: Sage.  
Salgado, J., & Gonçalves, M. (2007). The dialogical self: Social, personal, and (un) conscious. 
Cambridge Handbook of Socio-cultural Psychology, 608-621. 
Sariyska, R., Lachmann, B., Cheng, C., Gnisci, A., Sergi, I., Pace, A., Kaliszewska-Czeremska, 
K., Laconi, S., Zhong, S., Toraman, D., Geiger, M., & Montag, C. (2018). The 
Motivation for Facebook Use–Is it a Matter of Bonding or Control Over Others? Journal 
of Individual Differences, 40(1), 26-35. 
Schutz, P. A., Rodgers, K. A., & Simcic, J. (2010). Motivation and emotional transactions: 
Where do we go from here? In The Decade Ahead: Applications and Contexts of 
Motivation and Achievement (pp. 43-68). Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 
Seabrook, E. M., Kern, M. L., & Rickard, N. S. (2016). Social networking sites, depression, and 
anxiety: a systematic review. JMIR Mental Health, 3(4). 
Shapiro, L. A. S., & Margolin, G. (2014). Growing up wired: Social networking sites and 
adolescent psychosocial development. Clinical Child and Family Psychology 
Review, 17(1), 1-18. 
Sheeran, N., & Cummings, D. J. (2018). An examination of the relationship between Facebook 
groups attached to university courses and student engagement. Higher Education, 76, 
937-955. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-018-0253-2 
Sinclair, M. F., Christenson, S. L., Lehr, C. A., & Anderson, A. R. (2003). Facilitating student 
learning and engagement: Lessons learned from Check and Connect longitudinal studies. 
The California School Psychologist, 8, 29–41.  
Skinner, E. A., & Belmont, M. J. (1993). Motivation in the classroom: Reciprocal effects of 
teacher behavior and student engagement across the school year. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 85, 571 – 581.  
Skinner, E. A., Chi, U., & the Learning-Gardens Educational Assessment Group (2012). Intrinsic 
motivation and engagement as “active ingredients” in garden-based education: 
 206 
Examining models and measures derived from self-determination theory. Journal of 
Environmental Education, 43(1), 16–36. 
Skinner, E., Furrer, C., Marchand, G., & Kindermann, T. (2008). Engagement and disaffection in 
the classroom: Part of a larger motivational dynamic? Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 100, 765–781.  
Skinner, E. A., Kindermann, T. A., Connell, J. P., & Wellborn, J. G. (2009a). Engagement as an 
organizational construct in the dynamics of motivational development. In K. Wentzel & 
A. Wigfield (Eds.), Handbook of Motivation at School (pp. 223–245). Malwah, NJ: 
Erlbaum.  
Skinner, E. A., Kindermann, T. A., & Furrer, C. (2009b). A motivational perspective on 
engagement and disaffection: Conceptualization and assessment of children’s behavioral 
and emotional participation in academic activities in the classroom. Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 69, 493–525.  
Skinner, E. A., & Pitzer, J. R. (2012). Developmental dynamics of student engagement, coping, 
and everyday resilience. In S. L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly, & C. Wylie (Eds.), 
Handbook of Research on Student Engagement (pp. 21–44). New York: Springer. 
Skinner, E. A., Pitzer, J. R., & Steele, J. S. (2016). Can student engagement serve as a 
motivational resource for academic coping, persistence, and learning during late 
elementary and early middle school? Developmental Psychology, 52(2), 2099-2117. 
Skinner, E., Saxton, E., Currie, C., & Shusterman, G. (2017). A motivational account of the 
undergraduate experience in science: Brief measures of students’ self-system appraisals, 
engagement in coursework, and identity as a scientist. International Journal of Science 
Education, 39(17), 2433-2459. 
Skinner, E. A., Wellborn, J. G., & Connell, J. P. (1990). What it takes to do well in school and 
whether I’ve got it: The role of perceived control in children’s engagement and school 
achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 82, 22–32.  
Slaten, C. D., Ferguson, J. K., Allen, K. A., Brodrick, D. V., & Waters, L. (2016). School 
belonging: A review of the history, current trends, and future directions. The Educational 
and Developmental Psychologist, 33(1), 1-15. 
Slaten, C. D., Rose, C. A., Bonifay, W., & Ferguson, J. K. (2018). The Milwaukee Youth 
Belongingness Scale (MYBS): Development and validation of the scale utilizing item 
response theory. School Psychology Quarterly. 
 207 
Spitzberg, B. H. (2006). Preliminary development of a model and measure of computer-mediated 
communication (CMC) competence. Journal of Computer-Mediated 
Communication, 11(2), 629-666. 
Stewart, O. G. (2015). A critical review of the literature of social media’s affordances in the 
classroom. E-Learning and Digital Media, 12(5-6), 481-501. 
Strayhorn, T. L. (2012). Exploring the impact of Facebook and Myspace use on first-year 
students’ sense of belonging and persistence decisions. Journal of College Student 
Development, 53(6), 783-796. 
Streiner, D. L. (2005). Finding our way: An introduction to path analysis. The Canadian Journal 
of Psychiatry, 50(2), 115-122. 
Tang, Y., & Hew, K. F. (2017). Using Twitter for education: Beneficial or simply a waste of 
time?. Computers & Education, 106, 97-118. 
Taylor, S. H., Ledbetter, A. M., & Mazer, J. P. (2017). Initial specification and empirical test of 
media enjoyment theory. Communication Research, 1-26. 
The National Survey of Student Engagement. (2014). Bringing the institution into focus: Annual 
results 2014. Retrieved from http://nsse.iub.edu/NSSE_2014_Results/pdf/NSSE_2014_ 
Annual_Results.pdf#page=18 
Tinto, V. (1997). Classrooms as communities: Exploring the educational character of student 
persistence. Journal of Higher Education, 68(6), 599–623. 
Tseng, V., & Seidman, E. (2007). A systems framework for understanding social 
settings. American Journal of Community Psychology, 39(3-4), 217-228. 
Turkle, S. (2008). Always-on/always-on-you: The tethered self. In: Katz JE (Ed.), Handbook of 
Mobile Communication Studies (pp. 121–138). Cambridge, MA: MIT.  
Turkle, S. (2011). Alone together: Why we expect more from technology and less from each 
other. New York: Basic Books. 
Turner, J. C. (2001).  Using context to enrich and challenge our understanding of motivational 
theory. Motivation in learning contexts: Theoretical advances and methodological 
implications, 85-104. 
Turner, J. C., & Patrick, H. (2008). How does motivation develop and why does it change? 
Reframing motivation research. Educational Psychologist, 43(3), 119-131. 
 208 
Turner, J. C., Christensen, A., Kackar-Cam, H. Z., Trucano, M., & Fulmer, S. M. (2014). 
Enhancing students’ engagement: Report of a 3-year intervention with middle school 
teachers. American Educational Research Journal, 51(6), 1195-1226. 
Utz, S., & Breuer, J. (2017). The Relationship Between Use of Social Network Sites, Online 
Social Support, and Well-Being: Results From a Six-wave Longitudinal Study. Journal 
of Media Psychology, 29(3), 115-125. 
Van Ryzin, M. J., Gravely, A. A., & Roseth, C. J. (2009). Autonomy, belongingness, and 
engagement in school as contributors to adolescent psychological well-being. Journal of 
Youth and Adolescence, 38(1), 1-12. 
Vansteenkiste, M., Niemiec, C. P., & Soenens, B. (2010). The development of the five mini-
theories of self- determination theory: An historical overview, emerging trends, and 
future directions. In Advances in motivation and achievement: The decade ahead: 
Theoretical perspectives on motivation and achievement, 16, 105–167.  
Vaterlaus, J. M., Barnett, K., Roche, C., & Young, J. A. (2016). “Snapchat is more personal”: An 
exploratory study on Snapchat behaviors and young adult interpersonal relationships. 
Computers in Human Behavior, 62, 594-601. 
Veiga, F. H. (2016). Assessing student Engagement in School: Development and validation of a 
four-dimensional scale. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 217, 813-819. 
Verduyn, P., Ybarra, O., Résibois, M., Jonides, J., & Kross, E. (2017). Do Social Network Sites 
Enhance or Undermine Subjective Well-Being? A Critical Review. Social Issues and 
Policy Review, 11(1), 274-302. 
Vermeulen, A., Vandebosch, H., & Heirman, W. (2018). #Smiling, #venting, or both? 
Adolescents’ social sharing of emotions on social media. Computers in Human Behavior, 
84, 211-219. 
Volet, S. (2001). Understanding learning and motivation in context: A multi-dimensional and 
multi-level cognitive-situative perspective. In S. Volet & S. Järvelä (Eds.), Advances in 
learning and instruction series. Motivation in learning contexts: Theoretical advances 
and methodological implications (pp. 57-82). Elmsford, NY, US: Pergamon Press. 
Vollet, J. W., Kindermann, T. A., & Skinner, E. A. (2017). In peer matters, teachers matter: Peer 
group influences on students’ engagement depend on teacher involvement. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 109(5), 635-652. 
 209 
Waldrop, D., Reschly, A. L., Fraysier, K., & Appleton, J. J. (2018). Measuring the Engagement 
of College Students: Administration Format, Structure, and Validity of the Student 
Engagement Instrument–College. Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling and 
Development, 1-18. 
Walton, G. M., & Cohen, G. L. (2011). A brief social-belonging intervention improves academic 
and health outcomes of minority students. Science, 331(6023), 1447–1451.  
Wang, M. –T., & Eccles, J. S. (2012). Social support matters: Longitudinal effects of social 
support on three dimensions of school engagement from middle to high school. Child 
Development, 83(3), 877-895. 
Wang, M.-T., & Eccles, J. S. (2013). School context, achievement motivation, and academic 
engagement: A longitudinal study of school engagement using a multidimensional 
perspective. Learning and Instruction, 28, 12-23. 
Wang, M. –T., Fredricks, J. A., Ye, F., Hofkens, T. L., & Linn, J. S. (2016). The Math and 
Science Engagement Scales: Scale Development, Validation, and Psychometric 
Properties. Learning and Instruction, 43, 16-26. 
Wang, M.-T., & Fredricks, J. A. (2014). The reciprocal links between school engagement, youth 
problem behaviors, and school dropout during adolescence. Child Development, 85(2), 
722-737. 
Wehlage, G. G., Rutter, R. A., Smith, G. A., Lesko, N., & Fernandez, R. R. (1989). Reducing the 
risk: Schools as communities of support. New York: Falmer Press. 
Welch, B. K., & Bonnan-White, J. (2012). Twittering to increase student engagement in the 
university classroom. Knowledge Management & E-Learning: An International 
Journal, 4(3), 325-345. 
Wentzel, K. R. (2012). Part III Commentary: Socio-cultural contexts, social competence, and 
engagement at school. In S. L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly, & C. Wylie (Eds.), Handbook 
of Research on Student Engagement (pp. 479-488). New York: Springer. 
Wentzel, K. R., & Miele, D. B. (2009). Promoting self-determined school engagement: 
Motivation, learning, and well-being. In Handbook of motivation at school (pp. 185-210). 
Routledge. 
Wentzel, K. R., Battle, A., Russell, S. L., & Looney, L. B. (2010). Social supports from teachers 
and peers as predictors of academic and social motivation. Contemporary Educational 
Psychology, 35(3), 193–202. doi:10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.03.002.  
 210 
Wentzel, K. R., Donlan, A., & Morrison, D. (2012). Peer relationships and social motivational 
processes. In A. M. Ryan & G. W. Ladd (Eds.), Adolescence and education. Peer 
relationships and adjustment at school (pp. 79-105). Charlotte, NC, US: IAP Information 
Age Publishing.  
West, B., Moore, H., & Barry, B. (2015). Beyond the tweet: Using Twitter to enhance 
engagement, learning, and success among first-year students. Journal of Marketing 
Education, 37(3), 160-170. 
 Williams, D., & Whiting, A. (2016). Exploring the relationship between student engagement, 
Twitter, and a learning management system: A study of undergraduate marketing 
students. International Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education, 28(3), 
302-313. 
Wolf-Wendel, L., Ward, K., & Kinzie, J. (2009). A tangled web of terms: The overlap and 
unique contribution of involvement, engagement, and integration to understanding 
college student success. Journal of College Student Development, 50(4), 407-428. 
Yang, C. C., & Brown, B. B. (2013). Motives for using Facebook, patterns of Facebook 
activities, and late adolescents’ social adjustment to college. Journal of Youth and 
Adolescence, 42, 403-416. 
Yang, C. C., & Brown, B. B. (2015). Factors involved in associations between Facebook use and 
college adjustment: Social competence, perceived usefulness, and use patterns. 
Computers in Human Behavior, 46, 403-416. 
Yang, C. C., Brown, B. B., & Braun, M. T. (2014). From Facebook to cell calls: Layers of 
electronic intimacy in college students’ interpersonal relationships. New Media & 
Society, 16(1), 5-23. 
Yang, C. C., Holden, S. M., & Carter, M. D. K. (2017). Emerging adults' social media self-
presentation and identity development at college transition: Mindfulness as a moderator. 
Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 52, 212-221. 
Zaff, J. F., Donlan, A., Gunning, A., Anderson, S. E., McDermott, E., & Sedaca, M. (2017). 
Factors that promote high school graduation: A review of the literature. Educational 
Psychology Review, 29(3), 447-476. 
Zilvinskis, J., Masseria, A. A., & Pike, G. R. (2017). Student engagement and student learning: 
examining the convergent and discriminant validity of the revised national survey of 
student engagement. Research in Higher Education, 58(8), 880-903. 
 211 
Zimmer-Gembeck, M. J., Chipuer, H. M., Hanisch, M., Creed, P. A., & McGregor, L. (2006). 
Relationships at school and stage-environment fit as resources for adolescent engagement 
and achievement. Journal of Adolescence, 29(6), 911-933. 
Zusho, A. (2017). Toward an Integrated Model of Student Learning in the College Classroom. 








Christie Higgins-Gardner | Ph.D. Candidate  
 
Department of Educational Psychology & Higher Education  
 




Ph.D., Educational Psychology | University of Nevada, Las Vegas 2020 
Dissertation title: Interwoven Worlds? A Mixed Methods Study of Student  
Engagement and Student Belonging Within the University Classroom When  
Courses Use Social Networking Sites | Advisor: Dr. Gwen Marchand.    
    
M.S., Educational Psychology | University of Nevada, Las Vegas 2013 
Thesis title: Second Language Gesture and Acculturation in Study Abroad Contexts  
Advisor: Dr. Steven McCafferty.         
  
B.A., Psychology | California State University San Marcos 2007 
 
Other Educational Mentions 
 
Graduate College Teaching Certificate| University of Nevada, Las Vegas 2016  
 
Study Abroad | Universidad Andrés Bello | Santiago, Chile 2012 




•      Self-system model of motivational development to study university student engagement 
•      Psychosocial underpinnings and implications of social media use 
•      Emerging adulthood 
•   Intersectionality theory as a lens to understand social and educational issues 
 
RECENT RESEARCH EXPERIENCE 
 
Motivation-Planning Lessons to Activate eNgagement in Science (M-PLANS)  
Graduate Assistant Jan 2019-Present  
• Funded by National Science Foundation (NSF), Discovery Research K-12 Program, 
#1812976 - $964,236. 
• Co-develop curriculum tools for M-PLANS project; serve as task co-lead for the 
development of a student engagement checklist for teachers.  
• Plan and deliver interactive presentations on student engagement for Professional 
Development sessions. 
• Assist with data collection, management and analyses. 
• Long-term collaborations on scholarly products for conference presentations and journal 
publications. 
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UNLV’s Center for Research, Evaluation and Assessment Jan 2018-May 2019 
Graduate Assistant 
• Funded by large grants from the Nevada Department of Education to work with Big Data 
analyses using SPSS, Excel, and SharePoint. 
• Conduct annual program evaluations for Senate Bill 178  (write evaluation reports—
preliminary and final; design interview protocols; conduct interviews with school 
principals; communicate with external evaluation firm; synthesize school report data; 
generate codebooks; document analysis). 
• Support State evaluations of educational policy outcomes for seven unique school 
programs across Nevada (e.g., data cleaning; construct subsets of data; qualitative 
analysis and report writing). 
•     Create participant surveys for internal program evaluations; produce internal evaluation 
reports; design focus group protocols to conduct focus group sessions; demonstrate 
quantitative and qualitative skill sets. 
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For every class I teach, I design lesson plans that encourage student-teacher interaction, as well 
as peer collaboration. I also draw on technology (e.g., Kahoot.it and Poll Everywhere) to 
motivate student participation and reflection, and to generate more organic discussion. I find it 
equally important to support student autonomy by both producing alternative assignments from 
which students can choose, and guiding discussions of course content with use of a student-
centered line of inquiry. 
            
UNLV Instructor, COE 202: Second Year Seminar Jan 2017-May 2017  
•  Student enrollment: Undergraduates of all majors, sophomores to seniors. 
•  Face-to-face class format. 
•  Provide extensive writing feedback—specific and general. 
•  Guide students to be critical thinkers of intersectionality, moral dilemmas, sociopolitical 
issues; scaffold argumentation and communication skills.  
 
UNLV Instructor, EPY 702: Research Methods Jan 2017-May 2017 
•  Student enrollment: Master and Doctoral level students across disciplines.  
•  Face-to-face class format |supplemental web. 
•  Design student workshops to wrestle with types of validity, reliability, methodology, 
research designs, sampling; lead students in research pursuits of their own interests; 
research preparation and critique. 
 
UNLV Instructor, EPY 303: Foundations of Ed Psyc Jan 2015-May 2016 
•  Student enrollment: Undergraduate students (mostly pre-service teachers). 
•  Online section |utilize Blackboard and Facebook. 
•  Face-to-face |supplemental Blackboard (most sections). 
•  Introduce a breadth of psychological and learning theories; foster perspective-taking; 
model productive classroom climate. 
 
UNLV Instructor, EPY 451: Classroom Assessment Oct 2014-Dec 2014 
•  Student enrollment: Undergraduate students (pre-service teachers). 
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•  Face-to-face class format | Requested to replace course’s graduate student instructor at 
mid-semester. 
•  Create new syllabus; grade all previous student work; adapt to manage student knowledge 
deficiencies. 
•  Unpack special education, noncognitive factors, standardized testing, formal vs 




UNLV, EPY 702: Research Methods Jan 2017-May 2017 
•  Face-to-face class format. Responsible for mentoring the faculty instructor on record 
(assist with syllabus, curriculum, and assessment development). 
 
UNLV, EPY 702: Research Methods Jan 2015-May 2015 
•  Online class format. Co-facilitate online group discussions (Blackboard).          
•  Grade all written assignments for half the students enrolled. 
 
UNLV, EPY 718: Qualitative Research Methodology Aug 2015-Dec 2015 
•  Face-to-face class format. 
•  Aid in the methodological and philosophical breakdown of course readings. 




Panel Member (Invited): Overcoming Obstacles—A Path Toward Success Dec 2018 
• Discuss the current environment in K-12 schools with local community members. 
• Describe the role of safe, secure school environments for student motivation and academic 
success. 
 
Guest Lecture: Creating a Productive Classroom Climate Nov 2017 
• Present to undergraduate, pre-service teachers in EPY 303 Foundations of Educational 
Psychology. 
• Unpack the connection between student contexts and school motivation; reveal the 
cumulative and additive impacts that both teachers and peers have on student motivation 
and engagement.  
• Introduce pedagogical practices that foster a student-driven, culturally responsive 
curriculum and that cultivate organically motivated pursuit of course objectives. 
 
Guest Lecture: Autobiographical Timeline Research Nov 2017 
• Present to doctoral students enrolled in EPY 729 Qualitative Case Study.  
• Review constructivist ideology of autobiographical timeline methodology, its affordances 
in case study research, and how it can be triangulated with other data sources. 
 
Guest Lecture: Navigating Graduate School Jan 2016 
• Present to first-year Master and Doctoral level students enrolled in EPY 701 Proseminar. 
 
Guest Lecture: How to Use Atlas.ti Qualitative Software for Data Analysis Sept 2014 
 215 
• Present to Doctoral level students enrolled in EPY 738 Discourse Analysis. 
• Demonstrate hermeneutic unit setup and use of software tools with real data. 
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L. (2019). Nevada Department of Education Outcomes Evaluation for Zoom Schools, 
Victory Schools, Social Workers to Schools, Read by Grade 3, Underperforming Schools 
Turnaround, Nevada Ready 21, Great Teaching and Leading Fund: Final Report. 
Submitted to Nevada Department of Education. 
 
Marchand, G. C., & Higgins-Gardner, C. (2018). NeCoTIP Evaluation Final Report. Transition 
in Mathematics for Middle School (TIMMS). Submitted to Dr. Jeff Shih, NeCoTIP 
Administrator. 
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Higgins-Gardner, C., & Marchand, G. (2020). University student engagement in the digital age. 
Poster at the 128th annual meeting of the American Psychological Association (APA), 
Washington, DC. 
 
Higgins-Gardner, C. (2019). Living in a digital world: Who is included and how do the nuances 
of inclusion shape student engagement when social networking sites are used in the 
classroom? Poster at the biennial meeting for the Scholarly Consortium of Innovative 
Psychology in Education (SCIPIE), Savannah, GA. 
 
Marchand, G. C., Hofschulte, E., Garza, T., & Higgins-Gardner, C. (2019). The Importance of 
Educator Perspectives in Policy Evaluation.  Poster Presentation at the annual meeting of 
the American Educational Research Association, (AERA), Toronto, Canada. 
 
Higgins-Gardner, C., & Marchand, G. (2019). Student Engagement: Academic and social 
predictors and outcomes of minoritized student populations in alternative education 
settings. Poster at UNLV’s Annual Doctoral Colloquium. 
 
Marchand, G. C., Hofschulte, E., Higgins-Gardner, C., & Garza, T. (2018). The Use of 
Methodological Triangulation to Enhance Mixed Methods in Program Evaluation. Poster 
Presentation at the annual meeting of the American Evaluation Association (AEA), 
Cleveland, OH. 
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of Scholarly Consortium of Innovative Psychology in Education (SCIPIE), Las Vegas, 
NV. 
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Consortium of Innovative Psychology in Education (SCIPIE), Albuquerque, NM. 
 
Pearson, B. A., Gulliver, K. M., Marchand, G. C., Gardner, C., Nardi, N., & Marx, T. A. 
(2015). Predictors and Outcomes of Enrollment in Alternative Education for Students 
with Disabilities. Poster Presentation at the annual meeting of American Educational 
Research Association (AERA), Chicago, IL. 
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Poster presentation at the annual meeting of the American Association of Behavioral and 
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Faculty Search Committee, Graduate Student Representative Feb 2019 | Jan 2020 
• Draft mini biographies of each candidate selected to visit UNLV, and send to the 
graduate student body with an invitation to attend candidate presentations and student-
candidate “Question Hour.” 
• Facilitate the student-candidate Question Hour; retrieve and synthesize student feedback 
to compose a summary of student perceptions of each candidate for submission to the 
Search Committee.  
 
Endowed Chair Search Committee, Graduate Student Representative Jan 2019  
• Coordinate a “Meet the Students” event with Endowed Chair candidate. 
• Lead a campus tour; organize feedback from students about the candidate. 
 
Graduate Student Orientation Welcome  Aug 2019 
• Facilitate small group question and answer session with incoming Masters and Doctoral 
students; anticipate student needs and concerns, and engender a sense of community. 
• Encourage peer support, discuss its significance, and lend suggestions for how to 






Executive Committee, Student Member of APA Division 15 Aug 2017-Dec 2018  
• Assist the Division President in various capacities, including: making reservations, 
coordinating Committee meal plans for the Board, lending suggestions, acquiring 
meeting materials, and budget management. 
 
Volunteer, Sociocultural Theory and Second Language Learning Conference      Oct 2017 
• Recruit conference attendees from the UNLV student population. 
• Facilitate lunch hour activities. 
 
SCIPIE, Graduate Student Representative Nov 2015-Nov 2017  
• Navigate prospective needs for the 2017 conference with board members of the Scholarly 
Consortium of Innovative Psychology in Education (SCIPIE); formulate tentative 
conference themes and details. 
• Collaborate on the implementation of a new e-platform to facilitate networking. 
• Devise and execute more effective means to increase student networking at SCIPIE 
conferences.  
• Coordinate graduate student events; lead student volunteer team; manage conference 
registration table.  
 
Graduate & Professional School Fair, Program Representative Mar 2017  
• Distribute materials to prospective students of the Department of Educational Psychology 
& Higher Education; answer questions about program requirements, graduate school, and 
more. 
 
Faculty Search Committee, Graduate Student Representative Jan 2016-Mar 2016  
• Assist in the review of candidate applications during all phases of the review process. 
• Field inquiries relevant to the graduate student body to potential candidates during 
interviews. 
• Distribute biographies of each final candidate to the graduate student body; recruit 
graduate students to attend candidate presentations and student-candidate “Question 
Hour”. 
• Facilitate student-candidate Question Hour; attend dinners with faculty members and the 




Program Evaluation Skill-Building Jun 2019 
• Attend a summer institute for the American Evaluation Association (e.g., participate in 
six hours of training a day for three days in the areas of mixed method design, consulting 
skills, social network analysis, collaborative mapping, and effective evaluation planning). 
 
Social Network Analysis Training Mar 2019 
• Attend six-hour training from special guest, Dr. Jonathan Hilpert. 
• Acquire skills to collect and clean social network analysis data. 
• Gain introductory knowledge on the statistical software program R; establish a method to 
organize SNA data in R to competently run analyses and generate visuals of the data.  
• Master additional proficiencies in Excel and Qualtrics. 
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Best Teaching Expo Jan 2018/2019 
• Attend poster sessions to converse with teachers and education practitioners on research 
that reveals effective classroom practices for UNLV students. 
• Become familiar with research conducted at “home”; expand pedagogical knowledge 
through varied disciplinary discourse; learn innovative methods to extend the reach of 
teachers in diverse group settings. 
 
Needs Assessment Training Oct 2018 
• Attend an eight-hour workshop on the considerations and implementation of needs 
assessment at the annual conference for the American Evaluation Association (AEA). 
 
Web Course Design Jan 2017 
• Assist faculty with course set up and structure of a doctoral level course; download 
appropriate resources and organize the learning platform to be student friendly. 
 
Assistant to Graduate Student Coordinator Jan 2017-May 2017 
• Maintain records of prospective graduate students for the department; coordinate with 
third party recruitment system liaisons (GradSchoolMatch); evaluate department website 
content and generate innovative ways to update the UNLV site. 
 
Vet SERV Training Workshop Sep 2016 
• Attend a one-hour training on how to support student veteran needs and challenges. 
• Learn about resources available. 
Graduate College Teaching Certificate Program Jun 2015-May 2016 
• Acceptance into, and completion of the Graduate College Teaching Certificate Program. 
• Develop pedagogical awareness, teaching methodologies, effective teacher beliefs, and 
conceptual understanding of the various roles of “instructor.” 
• Produce a teaching portfolio that builds on my teaching philosophy. 
• Attend teaching seminars geared towards classroom management, teaching online, using 
technology in the classroom, and grading. 
 
Global Leadership Retreat, Brian Head, Utah Oct 2013 
• Attend and participate in a three-day, two-night exercise on growing self-awareness of 
personal leadership qualities and how those qualities are culturally situated. 
• Experience multiple cultural lenses and develop effective cross-cultural communication 
skills.  
• Navigate ways to both ethically lead in a global context, and empower people to lead 
within their own cultural framework. 
 
Zeiter Literacy Center Coordinator for English Language Learners Aug 2013-Dec 2013  
• Act as ELL liaison among school personnel, students, tutors, and families. 
• Collated marketing materials; managed funds; facilitated bookkeeping. 
• Directed tutors to appropriate resources for ELL curriculum development and 
assessment. 
 
